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ABSTRACT
Two hundred forty-seven community colleges in ten states were 
studied through survey analysis to determine the nature of faculty evaluation 
procedures employed in those schools. Further, data on external factors 
affecting evaluations, such as the existence of collective bargaining 
agreements, missions of the institutions, and school enrollment were 
collected and analyzed.
The survey found that teaching was the major focus of evaluation 
procedures, and that student evaluations were by far the most popular means 
of assessing faculty performance. Faculty's service to the college was next in 
importance to administrators, with other areas, such as community service or 
participation in professional organizations, lagging far behind. No trends 
could be found to indicate that school enrollment or the presence of a 
collective bargaining agreement had a significant impact on the manner in 
which faculty was assessed. Institutional goals were not always reflected in 
the focus of faculty evaluations, particularly when the college viewed 
partnerships with local business or industry as being important.
Ill
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
TABLE OF CONTENTS
ABSTRACT ........................................................................................ ii
APPROVALS ......................................................................................  iii
LIST OF TABLES ......................................................................................  vi
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ........................................................................... v ii
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Introduction ............................................................................  1
Statement of the Problem ................................................................  3
Research Methodology Summary ................................................. 3
Significance of the Study .................................................................. 4
Definition of Terms .........................................................................  6
Limitations and Delimitations of the Study .................................  8
Conceptual Rationale .................................................................. 8
CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction ......................................................................................  14
A Brief History of Faculty Evaluation Research
in Higher Education; Student Evaluation ..........................  14
Peer Evaluations ............................................................................. 17
Self and Administrative Evaluations ........................................... 18
Other Literature and Research in Faculty Evaluation .................... 19
CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
Introduction ......................................................................................  23
Selection of Subjects .........................................................................  23
Design of the Questionnaire ............................................................  25
Scoring ...............................................................................................  27
Data Collection ................................................................................... 27
Reliability .......................................................................................... 28
Validity ................................................................................................  28
Treatment of Data ..............................................................................  28
I V
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS OF THE STUDY
Introduction ....................................................................................... 29
Discussion of Items in Part I .......................................................  32
Discussion of Items in Part II .......................................................  37
Discussion of Items in Part II I  .......................................................  43
Discussion of Items in Part IV .......................................................  46
Discussion of Part V ..................................................................  51
CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY
Summary .........................................................................................  61
Similarities, Differences in Community College Evaluations .... 61
Unionization, School Size, and Institutional Coals ..................... 63
Conclusions ..............................................................................  63
Recommendations for Further Study ............................................ 66
APPENDIX 1: COMMUNITY COLLEGES CHOSEN FOR THE STUDY .. 68
APPENDIX 2: CORRESPONDENCE AND QUESTIONNAIRE
Letter to Peter Seldin .........................................................................  75
Letter from Peter Seldin .................................................................... 76
Letter to accompany survey ............................................................... 77
Survey Questionnaire ........................................................................ 78
APPENDIX 3: VALIDATING CROUPS AND HUM AN SUBJECTS 
APPROVAL LETTER
Validating Croups............................................................................... 82
Human subjects approval letter........................................................  83
APPENDIX 4: UNABRIDGED ADMINISTRATOR COMMENTS .........  84
REFERENCES .................................................................................................  96
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
LIST OF TABLES
Table 1 Titles of Administrators Surveyed ..........................  31
Table 2 Part I; Evaluation of Overall Teaching Performance .. 35
Table 3 Part II: Evaluation of Teaching Performance ............... 40
Table 4 Part III: Evaluation of College Service Performance ... 45
Table 5 Part IV: Other Factors .................................................... 48
Table 6 Part V: General Comments .............................................  52
V I
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
I gratefully acknowledge the outstanding assistance of the entire faculty 
of the Department of Educational Administration and Higher Education at 
UNLV, and especially Dr. Lloyd Bishop, Dr. Gerald Kops, Dr. George Kavina, 
Dr. Teresa Jordan, and Dr. Carl Steinhoff. Particular thanks goes to my 
advisor. Dr. Tony Saville, whose knowledge, humor, and common sense 
made my time at UNLV very special and enjoyable.
My children, Ben and Brian, deserve special thanks for being so 
supportive of my efforts throughout the entire doctoral program. I would 
also like to thank my brother. Dr. David McGee, for inspiring me to pursue a 
terminal degree and giving me the mental discipline to stick with it. But 
most of all, I thank my wife and best friend. Dr. Joan McGee, who encouraged 
my work, proofread countless assignments, patted me on the back when I 
needed it, and inspired me to keep working through her own outstanding 
example.
V l l
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER 1
Introduction
Faculty evaluation in higher education has long been a complex 
activity combining several different procedures. While the exact nature of 
these procedures was known to change from institution to institution, the 
purposes of evaluating faculty have been twofold: 1) to improve teacher 
performance and effectiveness, and 2) to assist in the process of making 
personnel decisions, primarily in the area of tenure and promotion (Centra, 
1993). In these two purposes rested the underlying, often unspoken goal of 
improving the quality of education experienced by students.
Evaluation procedures have normally been the product of years of slow 
evolution. Yet, recent decades have brought about a great increase in 
attention paid to these procedures and their usefulness. Demands for teacher 
accountability and fiscal crunches felt by many colleges have been forcing 
administrators to take a fresh look at the methods involved for evaluating 
teacher performance. The problem facing administrators, when attempting to 
make improvements in their methods, was the lack of hard data on the state 
of community college faculty evaluation procedures nationwide. Further, the 
existence of external forces which may affect evaluation procedures has 
needed to be addressed. Many such forces existed, including school size, 
collective bargaining agreements, and institutional missions or goals.
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In the community college setting, the focus of the institutional mission 
was markedly different than in a four-year college or university. The primary 
responsibility of the faculty has been teaching, with little or no emphasis on 
research (Zimbler, 1993). Therefore, the hiring, retention, and development 
of faculty should have been handled in a manner that promised to facilitate 
the special mission of the community college. Faculty evaluation procedures 
in community colleges, in order to be useful, should have been related to the 
stated purpose of the community college (Dilts, 1994). This would have been 
most effectively accomplished by taking into account the particular goals 
described in each institution's written "mission statement ", when designing 
faculty evaluation systems.
Three aspects of a community college's mission have been assumed to 
be conunon to most of these types of institutions. First, a community college 
has normally been expected to reflect the needs of industry in the area.
Second, a community college must be able to change curricula or programs 
quickly to respond to new developments in the job market. Third, most 
community colleges have adopted open enrollment policies (Baker, 1994), 
which have placed particular challenges on the faculty and those who fashion 
the curriculum. Most or all of these aspects, as well as other goals, should be 
able to be found in the mission statements of the colleges. However, little or 
no research has been conducted to compile and analyze mission statements to 
search for common factors. Further, little has been written on how well 
faculty evaluation parameters are matched with the goals of these colleges.
While administrators and scholars have been in general agreement as 
to the need for faculty evaluations, little hard data has been compiled on the 
common practices used for assessment of teachers in community colleges. 
What does exist is a view of faculty evaluation procedures nationwide based
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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on guesses and suppositions. The motive for this survey was a desire to fill a 
gap in the knowledge of community college evaluation procedures, so that 
administrators may be better equipped to adapt their own systems to match 
those in common practice, if they so desire.
Statement of the Problem
The purpose of this study was to conduct a survey of selected 
community colleges' faculty evaluation procedures. The following questions 
were used to collect and analyze data:
1. What similarities and differences exist in community college 
evaluation procedures?
2. What other factors, such as unionization, school size, or 
institutional goals affect faculty evaluation procedures?
3. What changes or recommendations would be suggested by the 
administrators of the community colleges with respect to faculty 
evaluation procedures?
Research Methodology Summary
A written survey questionnaire was sent to one administrator in each 
of 247 selected community colleges in ten states (Appendix 1). The selection 
of the colleges was not random; rather, only true community colleges, with 
that description in the name of the schools, were studied. The states from 
which community colleges were selected included Alabama, Florida, Iowa, 
Michigan, New York, North Carolina, Virginia, Kansas, Washington, and 
California.
Fifty-one items comprised the survey questionnaire. Thirty-nine of the 
items were borrowed, with permission, from Peter Seldin's 1984 survey of
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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four-year liberal arts colleges (Seldin, 1984). The remaining items included 
questions about institutional goals or "common mission factors" (CMFs), the 
existence of a collective bargaining agreement, and space for comments and 
suggestions. Data was compiled and analyzed to find commonalities, 
differences, and similarities among the colleges' evaluation procedures.
Significance of the Study
The value of such a study rested in the fact that no broad surveys 
existed that explored the circumstances surrounding what evaluations 
community colleges actually employed, despite the fact that many sources 
explored in depth the various types of evaluation procedures that were 
available. Studies have been performed which explored faculty evaluation 
procedures in four-year institutions (Seldin, 1980, 1984), but the contrasting 
roles of community colleges warranted a study of that population. 
Administrators in community colleges needed to be able to compare their 
own evaluation procedures to those of similar institutions. Further, by 
studying the common factors in evaluation procedures among the colleges, 
including common themes and issues addressed in the evaluation 
instruments themselves, a clearer picture of the concerns of community 
college administrators could be shown.
A previous study (McGee, 1995) found that many inconsistencies 
existed among community colleges' faculty evaluation procedures. The 
reasons for these differences may have been coincidental; more likely, 
however, they could have rested in differences in the needs of the 
institutions themselves. Three external factors could greatly influence the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
type and scope of evaluation procedures:
1. the presence of a collective bargaining agreement for faculty
2. the size of the college and staff
3. the particular institutional goals of the college
Collective bargaining agreements often dictated the specifics by which
the members of the unit were evaluated. Whether or not the evaluation 
procedures were useful or relevant was usually immaterial; the fact existed 
that the procedures evolved through the negotiation process (Dilts, Haber, 
Bialik, 1994). Often, faculty evaluations were mandated through collective 
bargaining for a specific purpose, such as rating faculty for merit pay (Licata, 
1986).
The size of the institution could have played a significant role in the 
creation and implementation of evaluations. Very small schools, in which 
the faculty were all familiar with one another, might have employed less 
rigid peer evaluations, or none at all. Large institutions would have a 
different set of challenges which include: 1) responding to student body 
demands for faculty accountability; 2) making tenure and retention decisions 
in the face of dwindling funds (Seldin, 1984), and; 3) trimming faculty 
numbers due to declining enrollments.
The missions or goals of community colleges seemed, at first, to have 
had the most tenuous connection with faculty evaluation procedures. 
According to George Geis, however, evidence has been mounting to support, 
the contention that colleges would be well advised to consider the goals of the 
institution when creating evaluation procedures (Seldin, 1984). Without 
knowing the goals of a college, for example, it would be difficult to know 
whether or not the evaluation instruments and procedures assessed germane 
aspects of the faculty members' work at that institution. For example, if the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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stated goal of a college was to provide widespread remedial programs, a 
significant portion of the evaluation procedure should have addressed the 
ability of the faculty member to teach students who are at low levels of 
competency. Further, colleges that focused on creating partnerships with the 
community and local businesses should have assessed the service of their 
faculty outside the campus, and their ability to function effectively with the 
private and government sectors.
Definition of Terms
Faculty evaluation procedures, for the purposes of this study, were 
defined as formal written and verbal evaluation techniques used by the 
institutions to assess faculty behavior in the areas of teaching, service, and 
research. Common faculty evaluation practices stemmed from four sources; 
student evaluations, self evaluations, peer evaluations, and administrator 
evaluations. The contents of all four types of evaluations were studied. 
Though the frequency of application of these evaluations certainly varied 
from institution to institution, that dimension was not addressed in this 
study.
A mission statement has been defined as a written summary of 
philosophies and goals of a college, which was designed to give direction and 
meaning to institutional policies.
Common mission factors (CMFs) were defined as those issues or 
philosophies which recurred in a majorité/ of cases studied, whether or not 
they were worded in similar ways. In this study, recurring themes, phrases, 
and ideas found in colleges' mission statements were compiled and labeled as 
"common mission factors", for the purposes of comparison and analysis. 
Lorenzo (1994) defined the most common goals of community colleges.
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which were referred to as common mission factors, or CMF s, for the 
purposes of this study:
C M F1. University transfer: Courses and programs are designed for 
transfer to a neighboring four-year college or university.
CMF 2. Career (vocational) education: Certification programs and 
courses are designed for immediate job placement.
CMF 3. Ceneral education: Liberal arts, humanities, and courses in 
the sciences which, although often transferable, are 
offered in keeping with a goal of general educational 
enrichment.
CMF 4. Remedial education: Courses in the basic academic skills 
designed to give people the opportunity to eventually 
achieve a post-secondary level of competency.
CMF 5. Community education: Non-credit courses and programs
are offered to target specific populations, and fill specific 
educational needs outside the normal academic 
disciplines.
CMF 6. Customized education: These programs are often called
"partnerships" with local business and industry, with 
the intent of filling specific educational needs for that 
industry.
CMF 7. Upper-level (advanced) education: Increasingly large numbers 
of two-year colleges are now offering courses which had 
been junior or senior level in four-year institutions.
CMF 8. Adaptive capabilities: Community colleges are specially suited 
to quickly change programs, or adopt new ones, to meet 
rapidly changing needs in the job market.
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A collective bargaining agreement has been defined as a contract 
negotiated on behalf of a labor force, such as teachers, by a committee selected 
by that group. Typically, the presence of a collective bargaining agreement has 
been the result of negotiations between a union and the management or 
administration of an institution.
Limitations and Delimitations of the Study
This study was limited to the faculty evaluation procedures of 
community colleges. These schools were all two-year public institutions 
which granted Associate degrees, and had open enrollment policies or very 
limited admissions standards.
Two hundred forty-seven community colleges in ten states were 
studied. Further, the schools chosen had the words "community college" in 
their title. Selection of the schools to be studied was made with information 
taken from Peterson's 1995 Guide to Tioo-Year Colleges.
Conceptual Base
Faculty evaluation in higher education has been placed under intense 
scrutiny during the last three decades. Although the two major purposes of 
evaluation (faculty development and tenure/retention/promotion decisions) 
have remained unchanged and unchallenged, administrators have recently 
hoped that faculty evaluation programs could address some larger 
institutional issues. The primary reasons for the ever-increasing interest in 
evaluation programs fell into six general categories: effectiveness, 
professionalism, finance, governance, accountability, and goals (Miller, 1974). 
These six areas have been difficult to define and measure in any business; in 
education, they have been all but impossible.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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A common argument has often been made that effectiveness in the 
teaching profession could not be measured reliably through the normal 
practices of faculty evaluation. The result of good teaching has been 
successful learning; the traditional method of testing how much or how well 
a student has learned certainly has been problematic. Without knowing how 
much the student knew before receiving instruction, or how much effort the 
student put forth to learn, traditional testing could only give a hint about the 
effectiveness of a teacher or the methods employed (Centra, 1993). Still, 
modern society has been demanding that a better system of determining 
teacher effectiveness must be devised and implemented. Astute faculty 
evaluation will continue to be a part of the overall effectiveness-assessment 
package, because a well-designed, flexible evaluation system can approach the 
teacher's work from many different angles (Centra, 1993). Self-evaluation has 
created an opportunity for the individual faculty member to reflect on his or 
her own goals and methods, with the belief that well-meaning teachers can 
profit from a few moments of "gazing in the mirror ". Peer evaluation, 
normally used in the tenure/promotion processes, has given colleagues a 
chance to witness and comment upon the work that the subject performs. 
Administrator evaluations have been especially useful, in that they could 
show a longitudinal comparison of how a teacher was currently performing, 
compared to what the institution had been expecting. On the other hand, 
student evaluation has certainly been the most hotly debated type of 
evaluation in terms of reliability. Many felt that student evaluations 
amounted to little more than a popularity contest, while others felt that 
students were indeed the best qualified people to tackle the job (Gabbin,
Cairns, Benke, 1990).
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Professionalism has been an elusive concept for many in the teaching 
arena. On the one hand, issues of autonomy and academic freedom seemed 
to dictate that the general public must somehow have trusted that a teacher's 
efforts exhibited high professional standards. On the other hand, simple 
common sense and a small amount of research showed conclusively that 
teachers did not universally measure up to these undefined "professional " 
standards. What now exists are new legal challenges to academic freedom 
concepts, teacher autonomy, and the amount of responsibility that a college 
must bear for the inappropriate actions of its faculty. Therefore, faculty 
evaluations have taken on the new chore of attempting to document that 
institutions have been taking steps to ensure that professional standards are 
maintained. What comprised these standards has been unknown.
Finance has traditionally been an important issue when evaluating 
faculty in the area of research. Grants to research-oriented institutions have 
often been dependent upon the measured abilities of the faculty. Lately, 
however, financial considerations regarding staffing have been linked to 
faculty evaluations in virtually all higher education institutions. Issues of 
staff reduction, retraining of existing staff, and reordering of priorities in 
academic programs due to scarcity of resources, demanded that broad 
knowledge of all faculty's behaviors and capabilities be at the disposal of 
administrators (Miller, 1974). The normal means by which this knowledge 
has been gathered was, of course, faculty evaluations.
Governance issues have been becoming more and more important, as 
collective bargaining and matters of institutional control have been debated. 
As faculty were demanding a greater voice in certain matters of governance, 
especially promotion and tenure, faculty evaluation procedures needed to 
evolve to facilitate this new order of authority. One researcher (Miller, 1974)
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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felt that evaluations of teachers by parties outside the faculty and 
administration, such as student evaluations, would bear more and more 
significance as powers of governance shifted toward faculty.
Accountability has recently been seen as a major area of concern for 
administrators and faculty alike, since the growing trend has been for teachers 
to be held accountable for the progress of the students. Faculty evaluation 
programs should have explored the teacher's ability to customize instruction 
for various learning styles, or to individualize instruction. This dimension 
has implications for the teacher, who must consistently improve his or her 
skills, as well as administrators, who must base promotion, retention, and 
tenure decisions on the teacher's abilities to facilitate learning through 
flexible means. Accountability will continue to grow as an issue, as seen by 
recent legislative and community mandates (Dunn & Dunn, 1977).
Goals of the institution, in this researcher's opinion, have been the 
threads that tied the other five facets together. Without clearly defined 
institutional goals, there could be no accurate assessment of effectiveness, nor 
could there be a rational judgment of the accountability of a teacher or 
institution. With clear institutional goals, priorities for financial planning 
have been easier to accomplish, and professional standards could be 
established that matched those goals. In turn, governance controversies 
might well have been more easily solved if faculty and administrators had an 
institutional mission that they mutually strove to accomplish. Though many 
sources cited institutional goals as having a peripheral relationship to faculty 
evaluations (Miller, 1974, Seldin, 1984), one could see that goals should 
indeed have been at the heart of all institutional endeavors. The problem has 
been that, although most colleges have created a "mission statement "
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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outlining their goals, these goals have seldom been at the forefront of 
consciousness when faculty evaluation procedures were developed.
Beyond the established needs for useful faculty evaluation programs in 
higher education, the specific goals of community colleges, as well as the 
unique services that they provided in the higher education domain, 
demanded special attention. As a greater percentage of higher education 
students have been attending community colleges, one could see that only 
studying the evaluation procedures of four-year institutions left many 
questions unanswered. Further, as budgetary concerns have grown in all 
colleges, issues of institutional accountability and, in extreme cases, the very 
reason for existence of some schools has been questioned. Indeed, the future 
promised even tighter scrutiny of both college faculty and institutional goals. 
George L. Geis maintained that faculty evaluation would have to be viewed 
in the larger context of the goals of the institution (Seldin, 1984). For this 
reason, a study of the evaluation procedures of community colleges would be 
enhanced by also determining the goals or missions of the colleges under 
study.
The Northwest Association of Schools and Colleges related the mission 
of a college with faculty evaluation in two different parts of its Accreditation 
Handbook. In its description of background and guidelines, the handbook 
stated that evaluations could take several forms, but should be in accordance 
with the size and mission of the institution (N.A.S.C., 1994). Also, the 
N.A.S.C. maintained that, through successful evaluation, retention of 
competent faculty could ensure that the mission of the institution is 
accomplished (N.A,S.C., 1994).
This study was in many ways similar to Peter Seldin's 1983 study of 
four-year liberal arts colleges. In fact, approximately three-fourths of the
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questionnaire used for this survey was derived from the Seldin instrument 
(Seldin, 1984). The major differences between Dr. Seldin's study and this one 
rested in this study's focus on two-year community colleges, and the 
inclusion of a section designed to collect data on college size, institutional 
missions, and the existence of collective bargaining agreements. In addition, 
space was provided for each respondent to give opinions on the value of their 
procedures, and suggestions for improvement.
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CHAPTER 2
Review of the Literature 
Introduction
Virtually all community colleges employ some sort of evaluation 
methods for the assessment of faculty performance. This study focused on 
the content of the procedures, their similarities and differences, and the 
presence of certain external and internal factors which could affect the 
procedures.
A Brief History of Faculty Evaluation Research in Higher Education
Student Evaluations
Faculty evaluation in higher education has been a popular area of 
study for the past three decades. Before that time, however, most types of 
faculty evaluation were viewed with suspicion, and attempts to develop 
meaningful research were short-lived. The earliest important research in this 
area involved studies of student evaluation procedures, conducted by 
Herman Remmers at Purdue University in 1927 (Miller, 1974). Remmers and 
his colleagues attempted to assess the reliability of student evaluations 
(Remmers, 1930), as well as the possible link between student grades and 
teacher evaluations (Remmers, 1934).
Studies involving the validity and reliability of student ratings 
continued to be a very active area of inquiry for researchers through the 
following decades. In 1949, a study exploring the relationship of student 
grades to faculty ratings by students found little correlation (Remmers,
Martin, and Elliot, 1949). However, studies undertaken after those of
14
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Remmers did show a positive relationship between high grades and high 
student assessments of teachers (Anikeef, 1953, Weaver, 1960, Wei gal, 1971). 
Remmers joined A.J. Drucker for additional research in 1951 to compare 
faculty evaluations provided by alumni with those given by students 
(Drucker, Remmers, 1951). In that study, 102 instructors were rated by 251 
students and 138 alumni, revealing a correlation coefficient range of .40 to .68 
when comparing student and alumni ratings of the same teachers. After the 
Drucker and Remmers studies, a vast amount of research in faculty 
evaluations began to be conducted. Part of this increase in research was due 
to the fact that most colleges and universities had adopted the use of student 
evaluations by that time, and many schools used those evaluations to directly 
contribute to tenure, promotion, and merit pay decisions (Centra, 1993). 
Faculty's mistrust of the worth of student evaluations necessitated further 
studies to validate their use. One study explored the number of courses, not 
students, that a faculty member should ideally have rated by students to give 
a dependable assessment of the teacher's perform.ance (Gilmore, Kane, 
Naccarato, 1978). In that study, the results determined that teachers should be 
reviewed by students in five separate courses in order to get a clear picture of 
the performance of that instructor. Other studies questioned the validity of 
student ratings altogether. Cohen (1981) questioned whether any of the 
currently used evaluation instruments really measure anything other than 
student satisfaction. Other studies reflected a general mistrust among faculty 
of the student evaluation method, particularly in light of the fact that student 
evaluations could have such a huge impact on the careers of faculty.
Student evaluations have been used by many evaluators as a means of 
assessing teaching effectiveness; however, teaching effectiveness itself was
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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difficult to measure. Therefore, the validity of student evaluations has come 
into question, not because the evaluations were inaccurate, but because they 
were sometimes being used for purposes other than those for which they 
were designed (Gabbin, Cairns, Benke, 1990). If student evaluations were 
being expected to measure teaching effectiveness, then those evaluations 
must be part of a larger testing program designed to measure teacher 
effectiveness. Within this plan, tests must be administered to students under 
scientific conditions to ascertain the learning that has taken place during a 
given course. Then, those test scores must be correlated with student 
evaluation procedures in an effort to find evidence that a relationship exists 
between high student evaluations and high teacher effectiveness, as shown by 
the achievement tests. In this way, student evaluation procedures and scores 
could be validated. This system was not without problems. For example, it 
would be difficult to control for teachers who were both popular and easy 
graders. Many researchers have studied the notion that student learning and 
teacher ratings have a significant correlation. A study by McKeachie, Lin, & 
Mann (1971) explored the possibility that student achievement in different 
academic disciplines influenced teacher ratings. Out of 17 different academic 
areas, only three demonstrated a correlation between student learning and 
teacher evaluation scores. Further, a study by Knapp (1962) concluded that, 
while the areas of research, spreading of information, and character 
development were defined as important in college teaching performance, 
students and teachers did not agree on which of those activities were the most 
significant when students rated instructors.
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Peer Evaluations
Compared to student evaluations, the other three major types of 
evaluations of faculty (peer, self, and administrative) have historically 
received somewhat less attention. The recent exception to that statement was 
peer review of higher education faculty. Peer evaluation is currently a 
volatile area of debate, but perhaps it remains the most important type of 
assessment tool for certain areas of faculty performance. For example, peer 
review has been the universal method by which research and scholarship 
of higher education faculty are judged. However, peer review has been seen 
by many as a great untapped resource for formative evaluations of teaching, 
when incorporated as part of a comprehensive evaluation program (Keig, 
Waggoner, 1994).
The greatest attention paid to peer review in recent years has come 
from changes in the law. Charges of discrimination upon denial of tenure 
have put the entire peer review process under scrutiny. Tenure review files, 
once considered confidential and protected under the umbrella of academic 
freedom (Seldin, 1984), have repeatedly been ordered opened by courts. The 
reasoning for the disclosure of tenure file contents is to try and find evidence 
of discrimination by the college or tenure committee. Under the guidelines 
set forth in Sweezxj v. New Hampshire, 354 U.S. 234 (1957), academic freedom 
parameters included colleges' rights to determine for themselves "who may 
teach ". However, the interpretation of this freedom, that tenure decisions 
remain the private right of the colleges, has been refuted time and time again 
in recent years. Dozens of recent cases have caused confidential peer review 
files to be opened, including such landmark cases as in re D innan , 661 F.2d
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426 (1981), EEOC v. Universitxj of Notre Dame dn Lac, 715 F.2d. 331 (1983), 
EEOC V. Franklin and Marshall College, 775 F.2d.110 (1985), and üniuersifi/ of 
Pennsylvania v. EEOC, 110 S.Ct. 577 (1990). In each of these cases, courts 
ruled that the confidentiality of peer review files was not as important as the 
need to determine if discrimination had taken place. Indeed, the courts have 
been remarkably unsympathetic toward the colleges, stating in one case:
Although it is possible that some evaluators may become 
less candid as the possibility of disclosure increases, others 
may simply ground their evaluations in specific examples 
and illustrations in order to deflect potential claims of bias 
or unfairness. Not all academics will hesitate to stand up 
and be counted when they evaluate their peers, (ii. of Penn.
V. EEOC, p. 588).
The presence of those attitudes toward confidential peer review for 
summative purposes necessitates a new awareness of universities and 
colleges about the nature of peer evaluation. Since most peer evaluation is 
still employed for tenure, retention, merit, and promotion purposes, new 
approaches toward the application of these evaluation procedures is needed. 
Seldin (1984) compiled a twenty-item checklist, compiled from court cases and 
guidelines of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC), 
which was designed to ensure honest evaluations and minimize the chance 
of a lawsuit. Therefore, the construction of peer review procedures has taken 
on new importance: to enhance protection of the college from legal 
challenges, as well as to provide honest, unbiased ratings of faculty.
Self and Administrative Evaluations 
Self evaluations and administrative evaluations of higher education 
faculty are often utilized in conjunction with one another. Research into the 
effectiveness and accuracy of self evaluations has been conducted periodically,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
19
though not with the same frequency as student evaluation studies. Teachers 
tended to rate themselves somewhat higher in teaching effectiveness than 
peers, students, and administrators (Centra, 1979, 1993). Further, peer, 
student, and administrator evaluations, while not agreeing with self 
evaluations, tended to correlate with one another (Feldman, 1989).
Therefore, reliance on self evaluations alone to arrive at any conclusions 
about the effectiveness or suitability of a teacher was unwise (Centra, 1993).
As more types of evaluations have been applied on a teacher, the validity of 
the data received increased (Feldman, 1989). Self evaluations had some value 
for improving instruction, but were statistically valid only when combined 
with other evaluation types.
Self reports, as contrasted with self evaluations, required no judgments 
of effectiveness from the faculty member. Therefore, they were much more 
accurate and could be a valuable tool for discovering the nature of a teacher's 
activities. In some colleges, portfolios were maintained by the faculty 
members which could be used to showcase their skills and creations. These 
portfolios often became a source of pride for the individual faculty member, 
and could serve a developmental purpose.
Other Literature and Research in Faculty Evaluation
In 1958, a study by Caplow and McGee concluded that, while teachers 
were hired primarily as teachers, they were evaluated as researchers. This 
schism between the perceived and actual roles of teachers has remained to the 
present. In fact, recent studies pointed to the need for a realignment of 
teaching evaluations and teacher role expectations. A landmark study in 
1989 by the Carnegie Foundation explored the purposes for which faculty 
were evaluated altogether (Boyer, 1990). The study, chaired by Ernest Boyer,
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questioned the entire practice of basing tenure and promotion decisions on a 
faculty member's ability to "get published In its conclusions, the Carnegie 
report suggested a new definition of scholarship: one that recognized that 
research and scholarship occurred in the classroom. Teaching ability and 
innovativeness in the classroom placed new importance on evaluation 
systems, and suggested that a complete restructuring of questionnaire 
construction and focus was needed.
A 1993 nationwide survey of postsecondary faculty by the U.S. 
Department of Education's Office of Educational Research and Improvement 
was a fact-finding study to assess in what activities college faculty were 
actually involved. The results showed that two thirds of all college faculty are 
primarily involved in teaching, with the remaining third divided among 
research, administration, and other technical activities (Zimbler, 1993).
Peter Seldin conducted two national surveys of four-year liberal arts 
colleges in 1978 and 1983. The results of these studies were published in two 
books. Successful Faculty Evaluation Programs (1980), and Changing Practices 
in Faculty Evaluatioxis (1984). Both of these were important works because of 
the broad scope of the surveys, as well as the large populations studied in each 
case (in 1978, n = 680, and in 1983, n = 616). In his surveys, Seldin attempted 
to discover the most widely used areas of faculty evaluation, in an attempt to 
identify common practices among colleges.
John A. Centra has conducted several nationwide studies of higher 
education faculty evaluation procedures which have addressed a variety of 
issues. One study (1979) weighed the relative importance of teaching, 
scholarship, and research in faculty evaluation procedures. In that survey, 
Centra found that, although service weighed heavily in assessing faculty 
performance, it was almost never the subject of faculty development efforts.
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His latest book, Reflective Faculty Evaluation, compiled the research of others 
in an effort to summarize the current state of reliability of student 
evaluations, the relative importance of certain types of publication for tenure 
consideration, and other issues (Centra, 1993).
Literature which supported this dissertation also included general 
textbooks on faculty evaluation, especially those which attempted to create a 
better understanding of the functions and construction of evaluation 
programs. Richard I. Miller has written several comprehensive books 
specifically on higher education faculty evaluation programs. Miller's 
Developing Programs for Faculty Evaluation (1974), was an enhancement of 
the earlier Evaluating Faculty Performance (1972). Both texts provided plans 
for developing and implementing evaluation programs, as well as chapters 
on the concepts and rationale surrounding various evaluation types. Miller 
alluded to the root goal or mission of colleges and universities, which was to 
educate young people. He admonished the reader to keep that mission in 
mind when organizing evaluation programs (Miller, 1974). Additionally, 
Miller outlined five areas in which evaluation programs had an impact, 
including finance, governance, accountability, flexibility, and goals. His 1987 
book. Evaluating Faculty for Promotion and Tenure focused more on the 
physical planning of promotion and tenure systems, but contained insightful 
comments on the characteristics of successful evaluation systems.
Institutional goals were of even greater concern in the 1987 text than Miller's 
earlier works, since budgets and the marketplace then forced administrators 
to be flexible in the hiring and reduction of faculty. Again, goals or missions 
played an ever-increasing part in the reasons for evaluation. According to 
Miller and others, faculty that were hired while a field of study was growing 
might have to be laid off if the popularity of that field faded in the future.
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This was particularly true if the mission of the institution was to be 
responsive to the needs of the population and the job market.
If schools must have the ability to respond in this manner, and if 
faculty might have to be relocated or replaced as curricula change, then the 
evaluation of the faculty takes on a whole new importance. In some school 
environments, for example, the adaptability or versatility of a faculty member 
could be of greater importance than eminence in an academic field (Seldin, 
1984). For all of these reasons, the changing financial and curricular demands 
placed on college administrators require that faculty evaluations provide 
them with information which they can use to meet those demands.
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CHAPTER 3
Methodology
Introduction
This study dealt with the similarities and differences among 
community colleges' evaluation procedures of full-time faculty. Since 
several studies of the faculty evaluation procedures of four-year colleges and 
universities have been conducted recently (Seldin, 1984; Boyer, 1990), a 
similar study of two-year schools was in order. A written survey was sent to 
the academic provost from each of the 247 community colleges in the ten 
selected states. The results of this survey revealed common evaluation 
practices among colleges, as well as the influence, if any, of school size, 
collective bargaining agreements, and institutional missions on the 
evaluation procedures. Since the study was, to some degree, a replication of 
Peter Seldin's studies of four-year, liberal arts colleges, the alterations to the 
Seldin questionnaire are discussed in the questionnaire design section of this 
chapter.
Selection of Subjects 
The colleges chosen for the study were selected from public, two-year 
degree-granting community colleges in the United States. In all, 247 colleges 
were contacted and given questionnaires. A complete listing of the subject 
colleges appears in Appendix 1.
23
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At the time of this study, approximately 1,450 two-year post-secondary 
institutions were operating in the United States (Stern, 1995); however, not 
all were degree-granting colleges. Some of the institutions offered curricula 
with a very limited focus, such as technical institutes run by corporations like 
International Telephone and Telegraph (ITT). Other schools included art 
institutes or other specialty schools. Since expectations of faculty in these 
types of schools might have varied too widely to make meaningful 
comparisons of faculty evaluation programs, it was necessary to limit the 
types of colleges studied to those that had open enrollment policies, or at 
most have very liberal admissions standards. Further, the schools studied 
were degree-granting institutions, so that mission statements could have 
some measure of similarity. Generally, community colleges offered the open 
enrollment and degree-granting policies suggested above (Vaughan, 1980); 
therefore, only institutions with the actual words "community college" were 
chosen for this study.
The ten states chosen had among the largest community college 
systems in the United States. Seven of the states selected had the highest 
numbers of schools actually named community colleges. Those chosen on 
that basis, along with the number in each state, were; Alabama (19), Florida 
(24), Iowa (18), Michigan (23), New York (37), North Carolina (56), and 
Virginia (23). Three other states were chosen to provide a broader geographic 
representation of community colleges across the country. They were Kansas 
(19), Washington (17), and California (11).
California has been well-known for having the largest network of 
community colleges in the country; in all, 136 two-year schools resided in that 
state. Though only eleven of the schools used the term community college
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in their names, the importance of including California in any nationwide 
community college survey was obvious.
Kansas and Washington were also included in the study, not only 
because they have numerous community colleges, but also to help achieve 
the aforementioned geographic balance.
The administrator chosen to receive the questionnaire for each college 
was determined through consultation of periodicals listing college 
administrators, including Peterson's Guide to Two-Year Colleges, 1995, and 
HEP, 1995 Higher Education Directory. Normally, a Vice President for 
Academic Affairs, Dean of Instruction, or one with an equivalent level of 
responsibility was chosen to participate. Each of the selected administrators 
was asked to fill out the questionnaire and give comments about the 
evaluation practices employed at his or her college. A detailed breakdown of 
the participants in the study can be found in Chapter 4, Table 1.
Design of the Questionnaire 
Peter Seldin's questionnaire, used in his 1983 survey of 616 four-year 
liberal arts colleges, served as the basis for this survey questionnaire. In the 
original questionnaire, 59 items were divided into four subheadings: 
Evaluation of Overall Faculty Performance, Evaluation of Teaching 
Performance, Evaluation of Scholarship/Research Performance, and 
Evaluation of College Service Performance. Dr. Seldin gave his 
permission to use his original questionnaire, with modifications to customize 
it for use in this study (Appendix 2).
The most obvious modification of the Seldin questionnaire was the 
deletion of the section related to scholarship and research. Since virtually all 
two-year schools such as community colleges did not stress or even encourage
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scholarship and research, that section would have had little value. However, 
this deletion was not meant to suggest that scholarship was not important in 
the community college setting. Quite to the contrary, the very meaning of 
scholarship has been re-examined. Boyer (1990), explained that teaching in 
itself was a form of scholarship, particularly in community colleges.
Therefore, questions in the survey regarding teaching covered the area of 
scholarship in the classroom, according to this new paradigm.
Another slight modification was the deletion of one question related to 
supervision of graduate studies. Instead, a new section was created to address 
factors including collective bargaining, school size, and institutional goals.
Items were created to collect information about the special missions or 
goals of the colleges, as interpreted by the administrators. The selection of the 
exact institutional goals studied here began with those addressed in the 
mission statement for the Community College of Southern Nevada. Using 
the structure of CCSN as a fairly typical example, eight "common mission 
factors", or CMFs, were identified as being common goals of two-year, degree- 
granting colleges with open enrollment policies. The choice of these factors 
was reinforced by common divisions of institutional goals as outlined in the 
current literature (Lorenzo, 1994):
C M F1. University transfer
CMF 2. Career (vocational) education
CMF 3. General education
CMF 4. Remedial education
CMF 5. Communitv education
CMF 6. Customized education
CMF 7. Upper-level (advanced) education
CMF 8. Adaptive capabilities
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An additional section was added to the end of the Seldin design in which 
general comments were invited, particularly comments aimed at needed 
improvements in the evaluation procedures of their schools.
The appearance and size of the questionnaire conformed to the 
specifications set forth in Total Design Method, by Don A. Dillman.
Scoring
The questionnaire used for the study retained the four-point Likert 
scale used in the 1983 Seldin survey. Response anchors for 32 of the 49 items 
included the range MAJOR FACTOR, MINOR FACTOR, NOT A FACTOR, 
and NOT APPLICABLE. The section dealing with facets of teaching 
evaluation employed the anchors ALWAYS USED, USUALLY USED, 
SELDOM USED, and NEVER USED. Other demographic information was 
gathered, including school enrollment and the existence of a collective 
bargaining agreement covering full-time faculty. These data were gathered 
using simple dichotomous variables or blanks to be filled in by the 
respondent.
Data Collection
Before the surveys were sent, the names of the administrators were 
determined. Surveys were then distributed by mail, according to a schedule 
based on the research of Don A. Dillman (1982). This schedule included an 
initial mailing, a postcard follow-up after one week, a duplicate questionnaire 
and cover letter three weeks after the initial mailing, and a third, final follow- 
up seven weeks after the initial mailing. Stamped business reply envelopes 
were included to ensure the highest possible return rate. The third follow-up, 
as suggested by Dillman, was not conducted due to the high response rate.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
28
Additional information about the colleges total enrollment was taken 
from current reference materials, including Peterson's 1995 Guide to Two- 
Year Colleges, and the HEP, 1995 Higher Education Directory.
Reliability
Since the questions in the survey were treated individually, reliability 
was not an issue.
Validity
Content validity of the questionnaire was measured by means of two 
validating studies. The first was given to seven doctoral students in the 
Education Administration Department at the University of Nevada, Las 
Vegas. This group of doctoral students was sent a copy of the questionnaire, 
complete with instructions and a return envelope, on February 23rd, 1995.
The second test was distributed among five administrators at the Community 
College of Southern Nevada. They were given questionnaire packets similar 
to the first validating group, on July 25th, 1995.
Treatment of Data
Each item on the questionnaire was treated as an individual data 
gathering tool; therefore, comparative analyses was not an objective. 
Percentages, means and modes were used for all applicable items on the 
questionnaire. Mean scores of individual items in the questionnaire were 
compared with others and "ranked", in order to assess the most common or 
important practices employed by the subject colleges. Analyses were 
performed between several of the items in Part TV of the questionnaire with 
items in the other sections, to study possible relationships among items. In 
addition, written comments were categorized by topic or area of concern, so 
that common themes or concerns among administrators could be discussed.
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CHAPTER 4 
Findings of the Study 
Introduction
The findings of this study were sought in order to answer three 
questions:
1. What similarities and differences exist in community college
evaluation procedures?
2. What other factors, such as unionization, school size, or
institutional goals affect faculty evaluation procedures?
3. What changes or recommendations would be suggested by the
administrators of the community colleges with respect to faculty 
evaluation procedures?
The subject of faculty evaluation is extremely important to community 
college administrators, as shown by the widespread interest in this study. Of 
the 247 surveys sent, 190 were completed and returned, yielding a response 
rate of 77%. In addition, a majority of those surveyed had comments 
regarding faculty evaluation programs in their schools and evaluation 
philosophies in general. Almost 56% of those responding to the survey had 
additional comments, sometimes voluminous in nature. As is shown in this 
chapter, administrators in most of the community colleges had very strong
29
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
30
feelings about the value and quality of faculty evaluation procedures 
employed in their respective colleges.
The questionnaire used in this study was sent to one administrator in 
each of the two hundred fortjr-seven colleges chosen to participate. These 
administrators were selected by referring to the lists of administrators 
published in Peterson's Guide to Two-Year Colleges, 1995, and the HEP, 1995 
Higher Education Directory.. A detailed description of the titles of 
administrators surveyed is shown in Table 1. Overall, of the 247 
administrators to whom questionnaires were sent, 5 were presidents, 116 
were vice presidents or executive vice presidents, 116 were deans or executive 
deans, and the remaining 10 were directors, division chairs, or chief academic 
officers.
In addition to the data collected regarding the administrators who 
responded to the survey, information on school enrollment was also 
gathered to provide a basic picture of the sizes of the colleges involved with 
this study. Indeed, the participating colleges covered the widest imaginable 
range of sizes, as can be seen in Appendix 1. Briefly, school populations 
ranged from 628 non-FTE students to 52,814, with a mean enrollment of 5,924 
students.
The 51 items in the questionnaire were divided into five parts, as 
shown below and in Appendix 2:
PART I: Evaluation of overall faculty performance
PART II: Evaluation of teaching performance
PART III: Evaluation of college service performance
PART IV: Other factors
PART V: General comments
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TABLE 1
TITLES OF ADMINISTRATORS SURVEYED
Administrator title_________________________________Number surveyed
Dean of Instruction (or Executive Dean of Instruction)
Vice President of Academic Affairs (or Academic Services) 
Vice President of Instruction (or Instructional Services)
Dean of Academics (or Academic Dean)
Vice President or Executive Vice President 
Vice President of Education Services (or programs)
Dean of the College
President
Dean of Faculty
Chief Academic Officer
Vice President of Institutional Development
Vice President of Curriculum and Program Development
Ass't. Vice President, Instructional Planning & Development
Dean, Teaching & Learning Advancement
Dean of Students
Dean of Arts, Letters, and Sciences
Dean of Curriculum Studies
Division Chair, Arts and Sciences
Director of Curriculum, Educational Planning
Director of Instruction
Director of Academic Division
72
46
43
35
14
10
7
5
2
2
A primary focus of the study was to discover which types of activities were 
considered important or relevant when evaluating faculty. Therefore,
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questions related to the frequency with which certain types of evaluations 
were used were designed to discover whether faculty were evaluated in the 
same manner each time they were assessed. For example, this study did not 
attempt to find out how often peer evaluations were used, but rather if they 
were used every time the faculty was evaluated.
Comments in Part V of the survey have been incorporated into 
discussions of the individual items of the questionnaire, when those 
comments related specifically to an item. Remarks of a general nature have 
been discussed at the end of this chapter.
Discussion of Items in Part I: Evaluation of Overall Faculty Performance 
Thirteen items made up Part I of the questionnaire, which described 
various areas of faculty activity which could be evaluated. The instructions 
for this part were for the administrator to score these thirteen items on a four 
point Likert scale showing the importance of each item in faculty evaluation 
for promotion, salary increase, or tenure. The scale was listed as follows:
1. Major Factor
2. Minor Factor
3. Not a Factor
4. Not Applicable
Eighteen of the respondents selected "Not Applicable" for all of Part I, since 
their schools had no rank or tenure, and monetary raises were based on 
longevity and level of education. Table 2 illustrates the scorings of each item, 
in addition to percentages of responses on each point of the scale.
Item 1, classroom teaching, reflected the greatest importance among 
respondents. Over 87 percent of the respondents chose teaching as a major
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factor in evaluation of faculty. Only three respondents said that classroom 
teaching was either a minor factor or not a factor.
Supervision of an honors program (item 2) was not employed as an 
area of evaluation by most of the colleges studied. Only 21.5% of the cases 
studied considered this activity either a major or minor factor when 
evaluating faculty. Almost 80% considered supervision of the honors 
program not a factor or not applicable. This result corresponded to the 
apparent lack of emphasis on honors programs in the community colleges 
studied; only 6.6% of the schools studied considered upper-level or advanced 
education a major factor in the mission of their institutions (see Table 6).
Similarly, research (item 3) was simply not a major issue for 
community college faculty evaluation. As shown in Table 2, only 1.1%, or 
two of the 190 respondents, considered research to be a major factor in 
evaluation of faculty. Likewise, publication among faculty members was not 
stressed; in this study, only 2.7%, or five of the 190 respondents, felt that 
publication was a major factor in faculty evaluations. In both items 3 and 4, 
over 70% of those who responded felt that research and publication were 
either not a factor or not applicable in their evaluation systems. This 
confirmed the results of other studies (Centra, 1979, Boyer, 1990, Zimbler,
1993) that conclude that community colleges have indeed been centers of 
teaching and counseling, not scholarly research and publication.
Items 5, 6, and 7 referred to off-campus activities which might improve 
the faculty member's qualifications, or that might enhance the visibility and 
credentials of the teacher or the college. Item 5 referred to the faculty 
member's involvement in public service activities. Of those responding to 
the survey, only about 8% felt that public service was a major factor in faculty
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evaluations. Another 52% responded that public service was a minor factor 
in evaluations. Item 6, regarding the faculty member's involvement in 
outside consulting activities with business and industry, revealed a similar 
finding. Only two respondents (1.1%) said that outside consulting weighed 
heavily in their evaluations. Another 26.5% felt this kind of consulting was 
of minor importance, while fully 72% felt that outside consulting was not an 
issue or not applicable. The results of Item 6 pointed to an area where 
institutions should relate institutional goals to faculty evaluations more 
effectively. Although only a small percentage of administrators considered 
outside consulting to be important, 94% of those same administrators 
considered vocational education to be a mission of their schools (Table 5, item 
41). Furthermore, almost 93% of those surveyed felt that education 
customized to the needs of industry were either a major or minor factor in 
their missions (Table 5, item 45). If the relationship of the college to industry 
was so central to the mission of community colleges, then faculty should 
have been encouraged to develop ties with industry, and evaluation for 
promotion or tenure should include some component assessing the success 
that faculty members have had in keeping abreast of business trends.
Item 7, which measured the importance of a faculty member's 
involvement in professional societies, also suggested the same premise that 
community college faculty should be involved in business and community 
affairs. However, only about 11% of those responding agreed that 
membership in professional organizations was a major factor in evaluation. 
Another 58% felt that these types of memberships were of minor importance.
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TABLE 2
PART I: EVALUATION OF OVERALL TEACHING PERFORMANCE
Item # Factor Major Factor Minor Factor Not a Factor N /A
1. Classroom teaching 88.8% 1.1% 5% 9.6%
2. Supervision of Honors program 2.2% 19.3% 29.8% 48.6%
3. Research 1.1% 22.3% 35.9% 40.2%
4. Publication 27% 26.8% 35 % 35.5%
5. Public Service 84% 51.9% 20 % 20 %
6. Consultation (gov't., business) 1.1% 26.5% 42 % 30.4%
7. Activity in professional societies 10.9% 58.5% 15.3% 15.3%
8. Student advising 45.5% 32.6% 7.5% 14.4%
9. Campus committee work 40.1% 47.1% 2.1% 10.7%
10. Length of service in position 34.3% 26.5% 22.1% 17.2%
11. Competing job offers 0% 5^% 60.7% 33.9%
12. Personal attributes 197% 37.9% 26.4% 16.5%
13. Other 6.4% .5% 0 % 93.1%
Items 8 and 9 both referred to extra work that the faculty member 
might have done on campus in service to the college. Item 8, student 
advising, proved to be relatively important in the faculty evaluation process. 
Over 45% of the respondents felt that student advising was a major factor in 
faculty evaluations. Further, over 78% felt that it was either a major or 
minor factor in the assessment process. Similarly, item 9, which measured 
the importance of campus committee work, showed that over 87% of the 
administrators responding agreed that campus committee work was a major 
factor in the evaluation of their faculty.
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Somewhat less unanimity was found in item 10, which measured 
length of service in the faculty member's current position. Although 34% of 
the subjects felt that seniority was important in the evaluation process for 
tenure and promotion, over 26% viewed that length of service was only of 
minor importance. Over a third of those surveyed (39%) said that length of 
service was not a factor or not applicable.
Item 11 was included to discover the extent to which faculty 
evaluations were affected by a particular faculty member's desirability by 
other companies or schools. However, little weight was given to competing 
job offers by the administrators who responded. Almost 95% of 
administrators viewed competing job offers as no factor at all, or not 
applicable to their own schools' evaluation systems.
Some questions about personal attributes usually find their way into 
faculty evaluation forms (McGee, 1995). However, the importance of areas 
such as personality, grooming, and presentation, was far from unanimous. 
When asked about personal attributes (item 12), only about 19% of the 
respondents found that such characteristics were major factors in evaluations. 
Almost 38% viewed personal attributes as a minor issue, while almost 44% 
felt that they were not a factor, or not applicable to their evaluation 
procedures.
Item 13 was designed for administrators to add in their own factors 
used for evaluation in their schools which were not covered in the first 
twelve items. Only about seven percent of the respondents had other factors 
that were of major or minor importance in their own evaluation programs. 
These factors included further education, professional development 
activities, ability to teach urban minorities, adaptability to change, campus 
work with students for library faculty and counselors, involvement with
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student activities, and "collaborative spirit within the division". Of the 
fifteen responses included in item 13, six were related to further academic 
education, three referred to professional development, and the others were 
single suggestions as outlined above.
Discussion of Items in Part II: Evaluation of Teaching Performance 
The second section of the survey explored the different methods used 
by the selected colleges in evaluating the teaching performance of the faculty. 
Administrators were asked to indicate the frequency with which each of 
fifteen different ways of gathering information was used in their schools for 
evaluating teaching. As mentioned earlier, the focus was to find if the 
methods described in this section were used routinely by their schools. No 
attempt was made to determine the actual frequency of each school's 
evaluation procedures. The administrator was given a four-point Likert scale 
with which to rate each type of information. The scale is shown below:
1. Always used
2. Usually used
3. Seldom used
4. Never used
Item 14, systematic student ratings, proved to be the most widely used 
of all the different types of information gathering methods. Over 79% of 
those surveyed said that student evaluations were "always used", meaning 
that every time a faculty member was evaluated at their school, student 
ratings played a part in the process. Almost 13% added that student ratings 
were usually used, for a total of over 92% of the schools that either always or 
usually employed student ratings. As discussed in Chapter 2, student 
evaluation has always been a highly controversial means of data gathering on
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teacher performance, so it was somewhat surprising that this method of 
evaluation was so universally accepted.
Informal student opinions, item 15, referred to student comments that 
would not be considered part of the formal evaluation procedure (Table 3).
For example, student complaints or compliments to administrators about a 
faculty member could be incorporated in some manner into the faculty 
member's performance assessment. Of those responding to the survey, only 
9% always used information gathered from informal student opinions. 
Another 26%, however, felt that these comments were usually used at their 
schools. The largest percentage, over 48%, said that these types of data were 
seldom used, with another 16% saying that informal student opinions were 
never used. With the exception of the last group, the underlying implication 
of this item's results was that most administrators could use student 
comments made during the semester about a faculty member's teaching, and 
incorporate them into the permanent file of the teacher as part of his or her 
evaluation.
Classroom visitation, item 16, proved to be a relatively popular 
method of evaluation. Over 59% of those studied always used classroom 
visits as part of their evaluations. Another 20% said they usually used 
visitations as a means of assessing faculty performance. Only five 
respondents out of 190, or 2.6%, said that visitation was never used at their 
schools. These results supported the impression that administrator 
evaluations, of which visitations are often a part, have remained a staple of 
the assessment repertoire (Table 3).
Colleagues' opinions, or peer evaluation, proved to be much less 
universally employed in the colleges surveyed. Almost 20% of the colleges 
never used colleagues' opinions, with another 36% saying that these opinions
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were seldom used at their schools for evaluation of teaching performance. 
Approximately 44% of the respondents either always used, or usually used, 
colleagues' opinions for these purposes. Since over 63% of the respondents 
answered that these opinions were periodically used (either usually used or 
seldom used), that data may indicate that colleagues' opinions were used only 
in special cases, such as tenure review.
As demonstrated in Part I, scholarly research and publication (item 18) 
played only a very small part in evaluation of teaching performance at the 
colleges surveyed. Only 3% of the respondents felt that research activities 
were always used in evaluation of a faculty member's teaching ability. Fully 
half of the respondents said that assessment of research and publication was 
never used, with the rest (47.3%) falling somewhere in between (Table 3). 
Again, this could be an area in which some schools took research activities 
into account for special promotion or tenure issues. However, for regular 
evaluation of a faculty member's success as a teacher, this means of gathering 
data was not widely used.
Item 19, student examination performance, was included to find out if 
the success of a class in achieving high test scores influenced the teacher's 
evaluation. Almost 76% of the respondents claimed that test scores were 
seldom or never used to measure the success of the faculty member. In fact, 
only about 6% of the administrators surveyed said that test scores were always 
included in a teacher's performance assessment. These results suggested that 
most colleges have steered away from putting pressure on faculty members to 
"teach to the test" simply to improve their own ratings as teachers.
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TABLE 3
PART II: EVALUATION OF TEACHING PERFORMANCE
Item # Factor Always Used Usually Used Seldom Used Never Used
14. Systematic student ratings -79.4% 12.7% 37% 47%
15. Informal student opinions 9T% 26.2% 48.1% 16 %
16. Classroom visits 59.3% 20.1% 18 % 27%
17. Colleagues' opinions 17 % 27.1% 36.2% 19.7%
18. Scholarly research/
publication 27% 10.6% 36.7% 50 %
19. Student exam performance 5.9% 18.2% 48.1% 27.8%
20. Chair evaluation 67.4% 16.6% 57% 10.7%
21. Dean evaluation 57.8% 11.2% 19.3% 11.8%
22. Course syllabi, exams 27.7% 41.5% 24.5% 6.4%
23. Long-term follow-up
of students 37% 14.4% 39.9% 42 %
24. Enrollment in elective courses 1.1% 37% 33.2% 62 %
25. Alumni opinions 1.6% 8.6% 25.7% 64.2%
26. Committee evaluation 18.1% 7.4% 18.1% 56.4%
27. Grade distributions 3.7% 16.5% 46.8% 33 %
28. Self-evaluation or report 43 % 29 % 17.7% 10.2%
29. Other 2.1% 5%
Chair evaluations (item 20) were second only to student evaluations in 
popularity as a means of gathering information about a faculty member's 
teaching performance. Over 67% of the colleges in this study used chair 
evaluations every time the teacher was assessed, with another 17% saying 
that these evaluations were usually used. When combined, these groups
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comprised 84% of all respondents, showing that chair evaluations were a 
major part of the total teacher evaluation picture. To a somewhat lesser 
extent, evaluations by deans were also regularly employed at the colleges 
surveyed (item 21). Almost 58% of the schools always used a dean's 
evaluation to assess teaching performance. As shown in Table 3, the 
remaining respondents (42%) who used deans' evaluations usually, seldom, 
or not at all, were split in their opinions of the frequency of usage.
Course syllabi and exams were used periodically in evaluation of a 
teacher's performance, but by no means was their usage consistent among the 
colleges surveyed (item 22). Table 3 illustrates that, although over 93% of the 
respondents used syllabi and exams to assess teacher performance at some 
interval, their frequency of usage varied widely among the schools surveyed.
Items 23 through 27 measured the importance of less commonly used 
practices among colleges in faculty evaluations. Long-term follow-up of 
students (item 23) has been touted as an effective way of assessing teacher 
effectiveness (Seldin, 1984). However, the logistical difficulty of actually 
performing these follow-up studies was reflected in the survey results. Only 
about 4% of the respondents' colleges always used long-term follow-up 
results to rate faculty performance. Further, over 81% of those surveyed used 
long-term follow-ups seldomly, or not at all. Item 24, enrollment in elective 
courses, was designed to show a teacher's strength by measuring the 
popularity of courses taught by that teacher, that were not required for a 
degree program. However, over 95%, of the administrators studied said that 
these data were never used or seldom used. Alumni opinions, item 25, was 
included to see if the opinions of former students were used to judge teacher 
performance. Only about 10% of the schools surveyed either always or
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usually used these opinions; fully 90% of the colleges seldom or never used 
this type of information.
Item 26, committee evaluations, was a little more popular among 
colleges. Still, only about one fourth of those surveyed used the judgments of 
an outside committee in their faculty evaluation programs on any frequent 
basis (Table 3).
Item 27, grade distributions, was similar in content to item 19 (student 
examination performance) in that the focus was on student success to 
measure teaching quality. The results, illustrated in Table 3, were strikingly 
similar in both items 19 and 27. About 20% of those surveyed either always 
or usually used grade distributions as a means of assessing faculty 
performance, with 80% seldom or never using this information to judge 
faculty. These results corresponded rather closely with the 24%/76% split of 
test score usage outlined in item 19.
Self evaluations proved to be a popular method used to gather 
information for faculty performance assessments. Forty-three percent of the 
administrators responding always used faculty self-evaluations, with another 
29% using them often. Only 10% of the colleges studied never used self 
evaluations.
Only four other types of information were specified by the 
administrators as an alternate means of gathering data for faculty evaluation 
(item 29). Three of the four comments, upon further study, could have been 
incorporated into one of the regular items. One administrator who said 
"peer", when asked about other information sources, could have included 
that into "colleagues' opinions " (item 17). An outside evaluator was 
mentioned by one administrator, which could have been covered by item 26. 
A portfolio of activities, mentioned by another administrator, could be
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considered part of a self-evaluation process (item 28). An interesting idea, 
that of employing attrition studies of a teacher's classes, was used by one 
college.
Discussion of Items in Part III: Evaluation of College Service Performance 
Administrators were asked to indicate the importance of each factor in 
this section when evaluating a teacher's college service performance. Nine 
different areas of college service were described in Part I I I , with an item at the 
end which invited the respondents to describe other areas of evaluation in 
college service, as employed by their colleges. The four-point Likert scale used 
anchors similar to those used in Part I of the questionnaire:
1. Major factor
2. Minor factor
3. Not a factor
4. Not applicable
As mentioned in preceding sections, the focus of the survey was to discover 
the stressed areas of importance of each item, not the frequency of application 
of the evaluation procedure.
Item 30, service on department committees, was considered one of the 
most important when weighed by administrators. Over 48% considered 
participation in department committees to be a major factor in evaluation of 
faculty, while approximately 40% felt that such participation was a minor 
factor. Only about 12% viewed departmental committee participation to 
either not be a factor or not applicable (Table 4).
Even more important was faculty involvement in college-wide 
committees (item 31). Over 56% of those surveyed said that college 
committee participation was a major factor in evaluations; when combined
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with those seeing this involvement as a minor factor, over 92% of the 
administrators responded that college committee service had some degree of 
importance in faculty evaluation. This response represented the highest 
percentage of all of the service areas in Part III, indicating the importance, as 
viewed by administrators, of faculty members being active in service projects 
outside their own academic disciplines.
Academic advising was also important to administrators when 
assessing faculty performance (item 32). Almost 57% of those surveyed 
responded that academic advising of students was a major factor in their 
evaluations. Another 27% said that academic advising was a minor factor. 
Only about 16% of administrators surveyed viewed academic advisement as a 
non-issue in faculty evaluations (Table 4).
Items 33 through 38 described areas of service that turned out to be of 
lesser importance to administrators for evaluation purposes. Nonacademic 
student counseling was determined to be not a factor or not applicable by 
almost 56% of those responding. Only 11% of administrators surveyed 
thought that this type of counseling was a major factor in faculty evaluations.
According to Peter Seldin (1984), willingness to teach undesirable 
courses by a faculty member has been viewed by some administrators as an 
area of service to the college, and therefore was included in this part of the 
survey questionnaire (item 34). However, 42% of the administrators 
responding to the survey felt that this willingness was only a minor factor. 
Fourteen percent of the respondents did see this type of service as a major 
factor in evaluations, but over 43% saw teaching of undesirable courses as not 
a factor or not applicable (Table 4).
One area of service, advisement of student organizations, did not 
prove to be particularly important to administrators when assessing faculty
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performance (item 35). While only about 18% of the respondents felt that this 
sort of advisement had no importance or was not applicable, only about 15% 
felt that it was a major factor. By far the largest percentage (66.5%) of the 
respondents said that being a faculty adviser to a student organization was a 
minor factor in evaluations. When compared to earlier responses (items 30 
and 31) about faculty involvement in comimttees, it was clear that 
administrators valued faculty involvement in faculty organizations more 
than student organizations and clubs.
TABLE 4
PART III: EVALUATION OF COLLEGE SERVICE PERFORMANCE
Item # Factor Major Factor Minor Factor Not a Factor N /A
30. Service on dept, committee 48.1% 397% 7.9% 47%
31. Service on college committee 56.1% 36 % 5.3% 27%
32. Academic advising 56.9% 27.1% 8.5% 74%
33. Nonacademic student advising 11.4% 33 % 41.6% 14.1%
34. Willingness to teach undesirable
courses 14.2% 42.1% 31.1% 12.6%
35. Adviser to student organizations 14.9% 66.5% 13.3% 5.3%
36. Service as student recruiter 15.5% 46.5% 25.1% 12.8%
37. Dept, administrative duties 17 % 53.7% 19.7% 97%
38. Participation in campus symposia 5.9% 42.8% 33.7% 17.6%
39. Other 0 .5% 0 99.5%
Administrators did not exhibit any clear preference for student 
recruiting (item 36) as an important evaluation area. As shown in Table 4, 
almost 38% considered recruiting either not a factor, or not applicable. Over
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46% did respond that recruitment was of minor importance; however, only 
about 15% viewed recruitment as a major factor in faculty evaluation 
procedures.
Similarly, the largest percentage of respondents to item 37, department 
administrative duties, felt that such service was only a minor issue in 
assessment of faculty performance. Almost 54% saw administrative duties as 
a minor factor in service evaluation, while 17% felt that administrative 
duties represented a major factor. About 30% responded that administrative 
duties played no part in the evaluation process.
Participation in campus symposia, item 38, drew the least enthusiasm 
from respondents. Over half of those responding (51%) felt that such 
participation had no place in evaluations. As shown in Table 4, only 6% of 
the respondents indicated that participation in campus symposia was a major 
factor in their colleges' faculty evaluation systems.
Only one respondent had other service areas that needed to be 
addressed (item 39). This respondent indicated that service on statewide 
professional committees played a role in evaluation of a faculty member's 
service to the college. When compared with the responses of other items in 
Part III, it was easily seen that committee involvement, whether 
departmental, college-wide, or statewide, was the single most important area 
of service evaluation in the colleges studied.
Discussion of Items in Part IV: Other Factors
Administrators were asked to reflect on the missions of their own 
schools, and rank the importance of the eight Common Mission Factors 
(described in Chapter 1) as a factor in their colleges' missions. Those eight 
CMFs were listed as items 40 through 47 in the questionnaire. As in the other
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parts of this survey, a separate item (item 48) left space for the respondent to 
list other factors which were not articulated in items 40 through 47. At the 
end of Part IV, a simple demographic question was asked to determine if the 
college surveyed had a collective bargaining agreement covering their faculty 
(item 49). Again, the same four-point Likert scale was used that was also 
employed in Parts I and III of the survey questionnaire:
1. Major factor
2. Minor factor
3. Not a factor
4. not applicable
Since community colleges fill a variety of needs, they could easily have more 
than one major goal or area of emphasis. Indeed, administrators responding 
to Part IV often chose several different CMFs as major factors in the goals of 
their respective institutions. Table 5 offers a percentage breakdown of the 
responses to each item in Part IV,
Item 40, university transfer, was one of the traditional goals that has 
always been commonly associated with community colleges. Indeed, over 
98% of the colleges surveyed have transfer functions as part of the role of 
their colleges. Only three respondents out of 190 responded that university 
transfer was either not a factor or not applicable to their institutions.
Even more unanimity was shown in item 41, which listed career or 
vocational education. All but one respondent (99.5%) viewed vocational 
education as either major or minor importance to the goals of their colleges 
(Table 5). The one respondent remaining felt that vocational education was 
not a factor in the mission of college that he or she represented.
Ceneral education was also an important part of the missions of the 
community colleges studied. Ninety-one percent of the administrators felt
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that general education was a major factor in their colleges' missions, while 
another 8% claimed that it was of minor importance.
Only slightly less important was the emphasis on remedial education. 
Over 88% of administrators in the community colleges studied felt that 
remedial education was a major factor in the goals of their colleges. As 
shown in Table 5, a somewhat higher percentage (10%) of the respondents felt 
that remedial education was a minor factor.
TABLE 5 
PART IV: OTHER FACTORS
Item # Factor Major Factor Minor Factor Not a Factor N /A
40. University transfer 91 % 7.4% 1.1% 7%
41. Career (vocational) education 94.2% 5.3% .5%
42. General education 91 % 8 % 1.1%
43. Remedial education 88.4% 10.1% 1.1% 7%
44. Community education 66.7% 28.6% 37% 1.1%
45. Customized education (for private
sector employers) 62.6% 30.2% 47% 1.7%
46. Upper-level (advanced) education 67% 24.6% 36.1% 32.8%
47. Adaptive capabilities, for
changing needs, job markets 63.6% 31 % 37% 71%
48. Other 5.9% 94.1%
After the first four CMFs (transfer, vocational education, general 
education, and remedial education), the unanimity of college missions breaks 
down somewhat. Item 44, community education, still demonstrated strong 
interest among administrators, though not to the same extent as the first four 
factors. As shown in Table 5, 67% felt that community education was a major
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factor, along with over 28% of administrators who responded that 
community education was a minor factor. Although the combined 
percentages of these respondents still exceeded 95%, it was plain to see that, in 
many schools, community education was a secondary focus or mission.
Very similar results occurred in Item 45, which measured the 
importance of customized education. As described in Chapter 1, customized 
education included partnerships with local businesses, as well as any program 
which attempted to match course offerings with the specific educational 
needs of industry. While often touted as the latest and most important 
mission of community colleges, only about 62% of the administrators 
responding found customized education to be a primary goal of their colleges. 
Another 30% responded that customized education was a minor factor, with 
about 6% saying that these programs were not a factor in the missions of their 
colleges, or were not applicable.
Only a very small percentage of respondents (6.6%) considered the 
teaching of upper level or advanced courses to be part of their colleges' 
missions (item 46). However, almost one fourth of the respondents viewed 
the offering of advanced coursework to be at least a minor factor in their 
schools' missions. This focus on higher level coursework, and even 
baccalaureate degrees, has been new for community colleges, as evidenced by 
the fact that over two-thirds of the administrators responded that this type of 
activity was either not a factor or not applicable (Table 5).
In Item 47, almost two-thirds of the respondents felt that a major factor 
in the colleges' mission was to be able to adapt to changing needs of the job 
market. This aspect of a community college's mission could have an 
enormous impact on the type of faculty members that a college hires, and the 
ways in which the faculty is evaluated. As shown in Table 5, only about 5% of
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those responding stated that adaptability of the college was not a factor, or not 
applicable.
Several other missions were articulated by administrators as being 
important in their schools. Some of these were similar to the eight CMFs 
already delineated; however, the list of other institutional goals mentioned by 
respondents has been included in its entirety below:
Technology leadership 
Technical education
School-to-work, interdisciplinary programs
Preparing individuals (technical and vocational) for workplace
Lifelong learning
Lifelong learning academies
Adult high school
Adult basic and secondary education, including ESL 
Basic literacy/high school completion 
Climate of trust and respect 
Diversity
Upon study of the above mission factors outlined by respondents in item 48, 
the areas of concern or focus generally center around technical/  vocational 
education, remedial education, and "lifelong" education, which usually falls 
under the umbrella of non-credit, or community education. Two other 
interesting mission factors were mentioned: that a climate of trust and 
respect be fostered at an institution, and that diversity (presumably 
racial/cultural) should be part of the mission of the college.
Item 49 was designed to gather information about the presence of a 
collective bargaining agreement covering faculty at the respondents' colleges. 
Of the 190 schools responding, 33 chose not to respond to that item at all. Of
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the remaining 157 who did answer item 49, 83 respondents said that their 
schools did have a collective bargaining agreement (53%), while 74 said that 
their colleges did not (47%). This information, along with data about the 
enrollments of the colleges, was collected to provide a clearer picture of the 
colleges participating in the study.
Discussion of Part V: General Comments 
Part V of the questionnaire was designed to give the respondents space 
to write comments of a general nature about their opinions concerning their 
school's evaluation program, or faculty evaluation issues in general. The 
section was divided into two parts, or items. Of the 190 respondents to the 
survey, 106 administrators, or almost 56%, had comments in either one or 
both of the comment areas. Again, this relatively high rate of response to the 
comment section demonstrated the strong feelings that many administrators 
had regarding faculty evaluation procedures. A complete listing of the 
comments by administrators is given in Appendix 4. As discussed below, an 
interesting result of Part V was that areas of dissatisfaction tended to cluster 
around specific issues, which recurred many times in the comments of 
administrators all over the country. Since the comments tended to blur 
together between items 50 and 51, the responses were combined and 
categorized by the areas of concern expressed by the administrators. The two 
questions in Part V are listed below:
50. What changes or improvements would you suggest for faculty 
evaluation procedures at your institution?
51. We invite overall comments regarding this survey, or faculty 
evaluation procedures in general. Your comments will remain 
absolutely anonymous.
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The responses of administrators tended to be divisible into several general 
subject areas. First, nine administrators responded that they were happy with 
their evaluation systems as they were, or that the systems had been recently 
revamped and seemed to be working well. The number of positive 
comments about their own evaluation programs, though, were outnumbered 
fifteen to one by comments critical of some aspect of the faculty evaluation 
process. The areas of concern which elicited the most responses are shown in 
Table 6.
TABLE 6 
PART V: GENERAL COMMENTS
Common area of concern  Number of written comments
1. Professional development 17
2. Peer evaluation issues 17
3. Student evaluation issues 13
4. Collective bargaining 11
5. Self evaluations/portfolios 11
6. Post-tenure evaluation 9
7. Those who conduct evaluations 6
8. Academic advising/service 5
9. Simplification of process 5
10. Evaluation forms/instruments 5
11. Frequency of evaluation 4
12. Other comments 35
Overall, administrators seemed to be genuinely concerned with developing 
effective evaluation programs which would improve faculty performance. 
However, many were frustrated with their inability to make meaningful
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changes to their programs, due to a variety of factors. The groupings of 
comments shown in Table 6 reinforced the contention that administrators 
wanted evaluation procedures that were fair, easy to implement, and truly 
usable for either formative or summative purposes. A rather large number 
of respondents (35) had general comments on faculty evaluation philosophy 
and current practice, which have been combined in a "general comments" 
section. In order to understand the consensus of the respondents, the areas of 
concern listed in Table 6 will be discussed individually.
One of the most popular areas of concern expressed by the respondents 
was professional development. Administrators were very vocal about the 
need to tie evaluation results to some kind of developmental training 
program in order to improve teaching. Some comments included:
I don't believe we provide the kind of support needed by classroom 
teachers in the areas of professional development, quality and 
excellence in the classroom.
[We need] direct linkage [of evaluations] to professional development 
plans.
More money needs to be made available for faculty preparation in 
fields of study not common to their present assignments.
[We need to] more closely align evaluation results with annual 
faculty/staff development plans (should be a better correlation).
We plan to develop a procedure whereby faculty keep a log of 
professional development activities.
Other comments in this area included calls for integrating evaluation results 
with CQI (Continuous Quality Improvement) programs. Several other 
respondents admitted that their own faculty evaluation systems did not
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recognize or reward faculty development efforts. All of the administrators 
who commented about professional development issues agreed that there 
was a great need to tie evaluations to professional growth efforts for the 
faculty, and that improvement of teaching was the major goal.
A large number of administrators had comments about the peer 
evaluation component in their own schools. Generally, most respondents 
saw the need for peer evaluations, but were suspicious of the actual accuracy 
or benefits of their own programs. Two comments below demonstrate the 
doubts and cynicism felt by many administrators:
Peer review process is weakly supported, so there need to be 
incentives... which are non-threatening... .
The most significant problem with peer evaluation is the 
unwillingness to deal with negative aspects. The evaluator this year 
becomes the one evaluated next year, so let's not spit in the soup — 
everybody's got to eat. How to change this? You tell me.
Other comments by administrators concerning peer evaluations simply
reflected the desire by many to incorporate some type of peer review into the
regular evaluation process, instead of only tenure and promotion reviews.
Student evaluation issues prompted thirteen comments by the
respondents (Appendix 4). These comments had no common theme; rather,
they touched on virtually every aspect and school of thought regarding
student assessment of teachers. While two respondents lamented the fact
that their schools had no formal student evaluation procedure, most of the
other comments centered around the need to improve the quality and
structure of the student evaluation process. Some comments regarding the
student evaluation process included:
Student evaluation instrument needs major work. Factors that 
students can effectively evaluate need to be included.
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Faculty now administer student evaluations. I want student-to-student 
supervising. I want forms returned unopened to the Dean's office.
[We need] a systematic computer-scored student evaluation system and 
one which would give rapid feedback and rating criterion with 
suggested prescription.
[We need] standardized student evaluations across campus.
Predictably, a major area of friction was the presence of collective 
bargaining agreements. Eleven comments were specifically focused on that 
subject, and all of them were critical of the restrictions placed on 
administrators when it came to evaluation procedures. Administrators who 
commented on this topic felt as though the entire faculty evaluation process 
was compromised by by-laws that prohibited meaningful evaluations of 
union members. Some comments included;
Current contract bars the college from evaluating the faculty in any 
meaningful way. Those who came before me created this monster.
Evaluation process dictated by collective bargaining agreement.
In a collective bargaining environment, the administrative team must 
be knowledgeable and proactive in designing the system to be used. In 
our college, even the administrators (deans/asst, deans) are organized, 
which is a disservice to the professionalism of the task.
Owing to faculty contract, what is important is not questioned; only 
what is being done now. Compare what is with what ought to be.
Remove from union contract statement allowing for prior notification 
of scheduled visit.
Right now our faculty agreement makes it too difficult and too long of 
a process to remove incompetent faculty. The last dismissal of a 
probationary faculty member took 3 years before it was finalized.
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Faculty have total control of the evaluation process and will NOT 
accept any classroom observation.
We are "constrained" by the collective bargaining agreement.
Faculty evaluations are viewed as a means of retrenchment -  not 
improvement of instruction/ performance. Unfortunately, the college 
is bound by collective bargaining which controls the evaluation 
process.
As can be seen from the comments above, the presence of a collective 
bargaining agreement created a schism between faculty and administration 
where evaluation procedures were involved.
The combined topics of self evaluations and portfolios also drew 
eleven comments from respondents. Unlike the comments about collective 
bargaining, however, these comments were much more optimistic and 
constructive. Most of the comments centered around future plans to 
improve the self-evaluation or goal-setting process. Several respondents said 
their schools were planning to incorporate a faculty portfolio component into 
their evaluation procedures in the coming academic year. Rather than being 
critical of the current state of affairs at their schools, administrators were 
viewing self evaluations as an achievable improvement in the overall 
evaluation package.
Several administrators commented on the failure of their schools to 
effectively evaluate faculty members after they achieved tenure. A few of 
these administrators had very strong opinions about the need for continued 
evaluation after tenure:
[We need to] require classroom observation of veteran instructors.
Evaluation after the probationary period (two years) needs to be 
strengthened.
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Once continuing appointment is granted, the [evaluation] process takes 
on a different meaning. After the faculty member becomes a Full 
Professor, its importance changes again. Especially, with Full 
Professors, the [current] five-year periodic evaluation needs to be re­
examined.
Supervisors who administer evaluations were in need of better 
training in the evaluation process, according to the six administrators who 
commented on that topic. Some of their comments included;
More training for new department chairs in faculty evaluation prior to 
evaluating faculty.
Those who do classroom evaluations need to be trained in this area so 
there is consistency across disciplines.
What we need now is better training of chairs and administrators for 
their supervisory/coaching/development roles.
Training component for evaluators (deans/chairs) is extremely 
important to ensure fair evaluative procedures.
To their credit, the emphasis of administrators who responded to this issue 
was on credibility and fairness, so that the evaluation process would be 
trustworthy and beneficial.
Academic advising and service issues were mentioned by several 
administrators. In all cases, the administrators were wishing to add an 
advising/service section to the faculty evaluation procedures at their own 
schools. In those cases, faculty members were not rewarded or even assessed 
on their involvement in advising or other college service activities.
Smaller numbers of administrators had comments on the areas of 
simplification of the review process, the need to revise forms and 
instruments, increasing the frequency of evaluations, and holding faculty 
accountable for their evaluation results (Table 6). In general, the
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administrators who responded in those areas were expressing a common 
desire to strengthen and simplify the system, then to give the system "teeth " 
(in the words of one respondent) so the action could be taken to correct 
problems with faculty performance. Some comments on these issues include:
Very little accountability after two years and very little support during 
the first two years.
Our current process is too cumbersome and takes too much time for 
the benefits gained.
The evaluation form should ask fewer questions.
Finally, many comments came from administrators in the form of 
general opinions on the state of faculty evaluation procedures. Sometimes 
these comments referred to their own schools, but often they were more 
global in nature. Frankly, most of the responses were somewhat negative in 
character, and many illustrated the frustration that administrators have 
apparently been experiencing in improving evaluation of teachers at their 
institutions (Appendix 4). Listed below is a sampling from the general 
comments:
This is a difficult issue. How does one change the culture of an 
institution when classroom visitations do not occur at four year 
colleges - universities. What rewards can be given other than 
recognition, release time and monies for projects. Older faculty are 
waiting for retirement and new faculty are in danger of adopting 
attitudes from older faculty.
Get rid of merit pay based on evaluations —
Faculty evaluation is about the most non-productive activity 1 do. It is 
a sad joke! But 1 don't know any administrator anywhere who feels 
significantly better about this process.
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I  believe institutions will find there will be less and less room for 
specialists and more and more need for generalists -  There needs to be 
more recognition of this in the evaluation process. Recognition needs 
to be made of "new" methods of instruction — no more "sage on the 
stage"— as part of evaluation.
We are in the process of developing a faculty mentor program for new 
faculty to aid and assist in integration of new faculty into our system 
and provide support in classroom activities and management.
The common factor is the organizational climate in which the faculty 
function. A strong sense of ethics and responsibility fosters a realistic 
evaluation process as well as other positive benefits.
Trying to talk faculty into "critical factors" or items on the evaluation 
that, when rated as unsatisfactory, the entire evaluation is 
unsatisfactory.
[We need to improve at] determining or assessing instructional 
effectiveness in the classroom and being able to relate what occurs in 
the classroom to the college's mission and expected educational results.
Important to view evaluation as a self-learning tool-not punitive.
Classroom visits by supervisors should be completed without 
publishing the visit date and class. Instructors oppose this idea at this 
college.
Faculty evaluation is a big issue. Some faculty are opposed to 
evaluation per se and are vocal whereas we are seeing more calls for 
faculty evaluation from outsiders -  legislators, etc. It is not a fun game.
Tenured faculty who haven't changed teaching methods in thirty years 
must be strongly encouraged to do so.
With more part-time instructors, we need to evaluate more of them on 
a consistent basis; and these instructors need a better sense of our 
expectations.
The evaluation of adjuncts is not as systematic as I would like.
Process is useless unless results are used —.
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While one of the objectives is "to encourage faculty to seek and use 
opportunities for professional growth and development", actual 
suggestions and/or strategies in the self evaluation, peer review and 
departmental chair evaluations tend to be limited.
Needs to be re-engineered to produce and document improvement.
If there was one overriding theme in all of the comments from Part V, it was 
that administrators knew that improving faculty effectiveness was very 
important, and that it was their responsibility to create meaningful pathways 
to improve their performance. That responsibility, of course, has also been 
the source of their frustration. Very few of those who commented felt that 
the review programs at their own schools accomplished the traditional goals 
of faculty evaluations. There were, of course, many respondents who did not 
choose to provide written comments. However, the high percentage of those 
who did write on this subject, as well as the unexpected high number of those 
who desired a copy of the results of this survey (42), indicated the extreme 
interest of college administrators in faculty evaluation procedures.
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CHAPTER 5
Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations for Further Study
Introduction
This study was designed to gather basic information about the areas in 
which community college faculty are evaluated, the relative importance of 
various types of evaluation tools, and the missions under which these 
institutions operate. The survey also permitted respondents to voice their 
concerns about faculty evaluation procedures. Sometimes, the comments 
received did more to illustrate the state of mind of college administrators 
than any other part of the survey.
Similarities and Differences in Community College Evaluations
According to the results of the study, peripheral aspects of a teachers 
activities, such as research, advisement, and off-campus professional 
interests, were of only moderate importance to those who were responsible 
for creating faculty evaluation systems. Teaching remained the focus of 
practically all of the colleges surveyed. The most common missions of 
community colleges all related to fundamental areas of education. Transfer, 
general, remedial, community, customized, and vocational education were 
all named as major goals of the subject colleges, and teaching stood alone as 
the single most important area of faculty evaluation. To that extent, at least.
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college goals and evaluation practices are probably in better synchronization 
than those found in most four-year colleges (Boyer, 1990).
As was demonstrated in this survey, the common practices of 
community college evaluations of faculty heavily favored the use of student 
evaluations, though their adoption has not been universal. Further, 
dissatisfaction did exist among some colleges with respect to the types of 
forms used, the manner and speed with which the evaluations have been 
administered, and the ways in which the results have been used.
Dean and department chair evaluations are widely used in community 
colleges. Peer evaluations are used to a somewhat lesser extent; and it 
appeared from the scorings of Part II and the general comments in Part V that 
administrators want to employ peer review more often and more effectively. 
However, the problems of the time involved and the suspicion that the 
process would not be valid or fair has hindered the widespread use of regular 
peer review.
Service to the college, whether through student advising or 
participation in college committees, has been the only other main area of 
activity on which the majority of community college faculty members have 
been evaluated. Though the importance of student advising in community 
colleges has been well known, its importance as a facet of faculty evaluation is 
somewhat less evident. As shown in the survey and through the comments 
of administrators, college service expectations need to be more clearly defined, 
and rewards established based on evaluations of faculty service.
Other areas of faculty activity fall behind teaching and service in terms 
of emphasis for evaluation. Particularly in the areas of service outside the 
college, membership in professional organizations, and work with local
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businesses and industry, a disparity exists between what community colleges 
claim to hold dear, and on what activities they evaluate their faculty.
Unionization. School Size, and Institutional Goals
Other than creating a large number of frustrated administrators, the 
presence of a collective bargaining agreement did not produce any statistical 
differences in the types of faculty evaluation procedures used. Further, no 
differences could be shown to exist between unionized and non-unionized 
colleges with respect to areas of evaluation, or major institutional goals. The 
only firm evidence of negative or positive effects of unionization, according 
to this study, came from the comments of administrators, some of whom felt 
that the presence of a collective bargaining agreement inhibited their ability to 
make meaningful improvements in the evaluation systems currently in 
place.
The size of schools, as measured in overall enrollment, played no part 
in any of the issues related to faculty evaluation. Contrary to what might 
have been expected, small schools exhibited the same types of complex issues, 
the same institutional goals, and similar needs for faculty teaching and 
service that the largest colleges showed. No trends could be detected that 
would indicate that large colleges handled any part of the faculty evaluation 
procedure differently than small institutions.
Conclusions
Community colleges are in the spotlight in this decade. With 
retraining of the workforce in full swing, community colleges are being 
looked to for leadership in the volatile workplace of the Nineties. While 
colleges and administrators are keenly aware of the importance of relevant, 
practical education to meet the needs of today's America, faculty evaluation
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procedures have not been modernized to the extent needed to ensure that the 
faculty is being hired and trained to most properly fill the needs of colleges.
The missions of community colleges are diverse, but the common 
thread that runs through all of the major missions of a community college is 
teaching. Until recently, community college faculty members felt much less 
ambiguity about their roles than their university counterparts. Data from the 
1989 Carnegie Foundation study on higher education teaching and evaluation 
revealed that, while 77% of all professors in comprehensive universities 
considered teaching their primary focus, 93% of professors in two-year schools 
felt that teaching was their main occupation. Therefore, teaching has been the 
principal goal for community colleges, and faculty evaluations must be 
constructed which serve that goal. However, the changes in the educational 
needs of the American workforce has caused community colleges to re­
examine the role of the faculty. This study revealed one area in particular in 
which institutional goals stand in conflict with faculty evaluation priorities; 
that area was coordination of curricular programs with the needs of local 
industry. This discrepancy was illustrated through inconsistencies in the 
responses to several items, as discussed earlier.
Generally, college evaluation systems are still constructed with the idea 
that the college is a closed, isolated system. According to the needs of citizens, 
industry, and the government, this premise is no longer plausible. Colleges, 
especially community colleges, must be a reflection of the needs of the 
community and the region, molded to be of the greatest use to the greatest 
number of people. However, the single major flaw in the pursuit of this goal 
is the failure of administrators and evaluation systems to assess, nurture, and 
reward faculty involvement with the community and especially with vital 
industries.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
65
According to the results of this survey, community college faculty are 
not expected to give service to the community or industry to the same degree 
that they are expected to participate in college activities. However, the stated 
missions of community colleges included a major interest in customized 
education for local businesses. If community colleges plan to fulfill their 
mission of serving the needs of business and industry, then faculty members 
need to become ambassadors of the college. Teachers need to be the front line 
of contact with these businesses, since faculty usually are the driving force 
behind curriculum development. When business leaders can meet and work 
with faculty to create a vision of education programs to fill their needs, faculty 
members are normally the people best equipped to translate those needs into 
courses and programs. In return, faculty members' skills and knowledge can 
more easily remain current because of their interaction with people who are 
currently "in the field". Everybody wins, and the college benefits from 
having a more vital, less complacent or inflexible faculty. This goal cannot 
become reality until a basic realignment of priorities is put in place; an 
essential component of this realignment is the redefinition of the faculty role 
to include this outreach to industry. When the faculty is aware of this new 
dimension to their role, and when they subscribe to this role, a new vitality 
and collegiality among teachers and industry executives can result.
Obviously, evaluation systems reflective of the redefined role for faculty are 
central to the success of its implementation. So far, this survey has found 
that little effort has been put forth to modernize evaluation programs to bring 
them in line with the stated goal of increased customizing of education.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
66
Recommendations for Further Study 
As yet, little concrete information exists on the frequency of 
evaluations used to assess both probationary and tenured faculty. A valuable 
study which would be of great interest to administrators would be to do a 
widespread survey of the frequency with which faculty evaluations are given. 
This is also somewhat controversial; in this study, many administrators 
wanted to perform evaluations more frequently, whereas some felt that the 
process was already too time-consuming and should be done less frequently. 
Some hard data about the average frequency of evaluations would be useful.
Much more needs to be done in the area of collective bargaining and 
evaluation of faculty. Since this study only scratched the surface of collective 
bargaining issues, there is much research that needs to be done to assess the 
value of union involvement in the assessment process. For example, case 
studies of the complete evaluation systems of several similarly sized colleges, 
some of which have collective bargaining agreements and some of which do 
not, might reveal valuable information about the benefits of union 
involvement as well as possible drawbacks.
Correlational studies of the relationships between community college 
involvement with industry and perceived teacher effectiveness or satisfaction 
would be valuable, particularly with today's emphasis on interaction among 
colleges and businesses. Further, longitudinal studies of community college 
graduates who pursue careers in particular industries might reveal the 
success of the college's academic programs.
Student evaluations in community colleges, as common as they might 
be, are still not universally respected or believed by either teachers, 
administrators, or the students themselves. Both experimental and non-
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experimental studies could be conducted to assess both the real and perceived 
value of the entire student evaluation process in community colleges.
Student evaluations in community colleges have an additional uniqueness, 
in that the extremely broad range academic background of the students might 
help or hurt the validity of the results.
Research into the factors that make community colleges unique, such 
as student demographics, institutional goals, and special challenges for 
teachers will expand the knowledge base and, hopefully, facilitate effective 
education.
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APPENDIX 1 
Community Colleges Chosen for the Study 
Alabama: (19 of 37 two-vear schools) enrollment
Alabama Southern Community College, Monroeville 1,980
Bevill State Community College 5,027
Bishop State Community College 4,650
Central Alabama Community College 2,419
Chattahoochee Valley State Community College 2,208
Gadsden State Community College 6,625
George Corley Wallace State Community College 1,978
George C. Wallace State Community College 3,884
James H. Faulkner State Community College 3,450
Jefferson Davis Community College 1,970
Jefferson State Community College 6,608
John C. Calhoun State Community College 8,107
Lawson State Community College 2,323
Northeast Alabama State Community College 1,499
Northwest Shoals Community College 4,250
Shelton State Community College 5,921
Snead State Community College 1,677
Southern Union State Community College 4,161
Wallace Community College 6,152
Florida: (24 of 47 two-vear schools) enrollment
Brevard Community College 14,937
Broward Community College 28,960
Central Florida Community College 6,390
Daytona Beach Community College 12,262
Edison Community College 10,043
Florida Community College at Jacksonville 19,294
Florida Keys Community College 3,920
Gulf Coast Community College 8,525
Hillsborough Community College 21,847
Indian River Community College 18,903
Lake City Community College 2,937
Lake-Sumter Community College 2,715
Manatee Community College 8,144
Miami-Dade Community College 52,814
Okaloosa-Walton Community College 8,518
Palm Beach Community College 16,462
Pasco-Hernando Community College 5,859
Polk Community College 6,095
St. Johns River Community College 3,929
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Florida, cont. enrollment
Santa Fe Community College 12,500
Seminole Community College 8,157
South Florida Community College 2,810
Tallahassee Community College 9,728
Valencia Community College 23,500
Iowa: (18 of 22 two-vear schools) enrollment
Clinton Community College 1,307
Des Moines Area Community College 11,184
Ellsworth Community College 831
Hawkeye Community College 3,063
Indian Hills Community College 3,387
Iowa Central Community College 3,244
Iowa Lakes Community College 1,815
Iowa Western Community College 3,571
Kirkwood Community College 9,664
Marshalltown Community College 1,421
Muscatine Community College 1,177
Northeast Iowa Community College, Calmar Campus 2,501
North Iowa Area Community College 2,923
Northwest Iowa Community College 628
Scott Community College 3,920
Southeastern Community College 2,768
Southwestern Community College 1,164
Western Iowa Tech Community College 2,623
Michigan: (23 of 35 two-vear schools) enrollment
Alpena Community College 2,140
Bay de Noc Community College 2,361
Charles Stewart Mott Community College 10,857
Glen Oaks Community College 1,347
Gogebic Community College 1,266
Grand Rapids Community College 13,636
Henry Ford Community College 14,960
Highland Park Community College 2,000
Jackson Community College 7,740
Kalamazoo Valley Community College 10,959
Kellogg Community College 8,251
Kirtland Community College 1,485
Lansing Community College 18,432
Macomb Community College 27,149
Mid Michigan Community College 2,304
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Michigan, cont.___________________________________________ enrollment
Monroe County Community College 4,057
Montcalm Community College 1,800
Muskegon Community College 4,979
Oakland Community College 28,457
St. Clair County Community College 4,876
Washtenaw Community College 10,424
Wayne County Community College 9,406
West Shore Community College 1,522
New York; (37 of 91 two-vear schools)________________________enrollment
Adirondak Community College 3,689
Borough of Manhattan Community College-of the City
University of New York 16,702
Bronx Community College of the City University
of New York 8,065
Broome Community College 6,495
Cayuga County Community College 2,967
Clinton Community College 2,183
Columbia-Greene Community College 1,153
Corning Community College 6,300
Erie Community College, City Campus 3,594
Erie Community College, North Campus 6,868
Erie Community College, South Campus 3,427
Eugenio Maria de Hostos Community College of the City
University of New York 5,146
Fiorello H. Laguardia Community College of the City
University of New York 10,491
Fulton-Montgomery Community College 1,800
Genessee Community College 5,655
Herkimer County Community College 2,476
Hudson Valley Community College 10,374
Jamestown Community College 4,304
Jefferson Community College 3,333
Kingsborough Community College of the City
University of New York 15,168
Mohawk Valley Community College 7,767
Monroe Community College 13,949
Nassau Community College 22,215
Niagara County Community College 5,557
North County Community College 1,573
Onondaga Community College 8,218
Orange County Community College 5,996
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New York, cont.__________________________________________ enrollment
Queensborough Community College of the City
University of New York 12,096
Rockland Community College 7,978
Schenectady County Community College 4,215
Suffolk County Community College-Ammerman Campus 13,111
Suffolk County Community College-Eastern Campus 2,607
Suffolk County Community College-Western Campus 6,245
Sullivan County Community College 1,961
Tompkins-Cortland Community College 2,969
Ulster County Community College 2,844
Westchester Community College 11,830
North Carolina: (56 of 64 two-vear schools)___________________ enrollment
Alamance Community College 3,550
Anson Community College 992
Asheville-Buncombe Technical Community College 4,027
Beaufort County Community College 1,158
Bladen Community College 688
Blue Ridge Community College 1,620
Brunswick Community College 910
Caldwell Community College and Technical Institute 2,900
Cape Fear Community College 3,526
Carteret Community College 1,439
Catawba Valley Community College 3,506
Central Carolina Community College 2,963
Central Piedmont Community College 17,127
Cleveland Community College 1,800
Coastal Carolina Community College 3,450
Craven Community College 2,333
Davidson County Community College 2,286
Durham Technical Community College 4,796
Edgecombe Community College 1,817
Fayetteville Technical Community College 7,361
Forsyth Technical Community College 5,049
Guilford Technical Community College 7,339
Halifax Community College 1,466
Haywood Community College 1,286
Isothermal Community College 1,746
James Sprunt Community College 1,060
Johnston Community College 2,804
Lenoir Community College 2,069
Martin Community College 909
Mayland Community College 896
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North Carolina, cont. enrollment
McDowell Technical Community College 869
Mitchell Community College 1,520
Montgomery Community College 531
Nash Community College 1,923
Pamlico Community College 149
Piedmont Community College 1,240
Pitt Community College 4,661
Randolph Community College 1,478
Richmond Community College 1,035
Roanoke-Chowan Community College 893
Robeson Community College 1,367
Rockingham Community College 1,975
Rowan-Cabarrus Community College 3,481
Sampson Community College 1,143
Sandhills Community College 2,390
Southeastern Community College 1,641
Southwestern Community College 1,545
Stanly Community College 1,650
Surry Community College 3,145
Tri-County Community College 863
Vance-Cranville Community College 2,658
Wake Technical Community College 7,065
Wayne Community College 2,613
Western Piedmont Community College 2,471
Wilkes Community College 1,887
Wilson Technical Community College 1,261
Virginia: (23 of 39 two-vear schools) enrollment
Blue Ridge Community College 2,657
Central Virginia Community College 4,091
Dabney S. Lancaster Community College 1,700
Danville Community College 4,012
Eastern Shore Community College 697
Germanna Community College 2,538
John Tyler Community College 5,484
J. Sargeant Reynolds Community College 10,078
Lord Fairfax Community College 3,072
Mountain Empire Community College 2,644
New River Community College 3,690
Northern Virginia Community College 38,530
Patrick Henry Community College 2,805
Paul D. Camp Community College 1,639
Piedmont Virginia Community College 4,369
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Virginia, cont. enrollment
Rappahannock Community College 1,967
Southside Virginia Community College 3,535
Southwest Virginia Community College 4,607
Thomas Nelson Community College 5,952
Tidewater Community College 17,059
Virginia Highlands Community College 2,040
Virginia Western Community College 6,530
Wytheville Community College 2,767
California: (11 of 136 two-vear schools) enrollment
Cerro Coso Community College 3,899
Coastline Community College 13,760
Compton Community College 5,785
Feather River Community College District 1,067
Glendale Community College 14,792
Kings River Community College 6,200
Lake Tahoe Community College 2,800
Rancho Santiago Community College 20,529
Riverside Community College 21,049
Solano Community College 11,000
Vista Community College 4,500
Washington: (17 of 31 two-vear schools) enrollment
Bellevue Community College 10,459
Big Bend Community College 2,434
Edmonds Community College 9,569
Everett Community College 7,837
Green River Community College 8,697
Highline Community College 10,320
North Seattle Community College 9,525
Seattle Central Community College 10,780
Shoreline Community College 8,655
South Puget Sound Community College 5,433
South Seattle Community College 6,560
Spokane Community College 7,164
Spokane Falls Community College 6,746
Tacoma Community College 7,900
Walla Walla Community College 6,029
Whatcom Community College 4,538
Yakima Valley Community College 6,049
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Kansas: (19 of 25 two-vear schools)___________________________enrollment
Allen County Community College 1,690
Barton County Community College 6,962
Butler County Community College 7,114
Cloud County Community College 3,810
Coffeyville Community College 2,016
Colby Community College 2,071
Cowley County Community College 3,177
Dodge City Community College 2,331
Fort Scott Community College 1,738
Garden City Community College 2,323
Highland Community College 2,294
Hutchinson Community College 3,738
Independence Community College 1,593
Johnson County Community College 15,492
Kansas City Kansas Community College 6,063
Labette Community College 3,663
Neosho County Community College 1,816
Pratt Community College 1,180
Seward County Community College 1,653
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APPENDIX 2 
Correspondence and Survey Questionnaire
Dr. Peter Seldin 
Pace University 
Pleasantville, New York 10570
10/3/94
Dear Dr. Seldin,
I very much enjoyed speaking with you on the phone the other day, 
and would like to formally request permission to replicate, in part, your 1982 
study of faculty evaluation programs. My study would have a couple of twists 
to your original idea, in that a) my study would involve only community 
colleges, and b) I would attempt to compare the evaluation procedures with 
the stated goals of the colleges. Hopefully, I will be able to see if the 
traditional evaluation methods are the best means by which to assess the 
teaching, service, etc. of community college faculty. One of the conunents by 
George Geis in your book inspired some of my thinking. He mentioned that, 
in the future, evaluation of faculty "should be viewed in the larger 
perspective of the evaluation of the purposes of institutions....". Considering 
how many people go to community colleges these days, and how rapidly 
these colleges need to be able to meet the changing educational needs, this 
approach seems logical.
Your books have been invaluable to me in my studies, particularly 
Changing Practices in Faculty Evaluation. That book has tons of useful 
information, and I think I'm going to be spending a lot of time with it.
Specifically, I would like to use most of your survey instrument in my 
research. The only part I might delete would be the section on research and 
publication, since that is probably not applicable for most community colleges. 
If that is acceptable, please write me a letter to the address on the letterhead 
stating your approval. My study is still a few months off, so you may do this 
at your convenience.
Thanks for your consideration, and I look forward to hearing from you
soon.
Sincerely,
Dick McGee-Director of Bands
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PACE UNIVERSITY
NEW YORK • WESTCHESTER
LUBIN SCHOOL OF BUSINESS BEDFORD ROAD
PLEASANTVILLE, NY 10570 
(91-0 773-3200 
FAX (914)773-3785
November 25, 1994
Mr. Dick McGeeDirector of Bands, CCSNCheyenne Campus
Department of Fine Arts
3200 East Cheyenne Ave. JIA
North Las Vegas, Nevada 89030-4296
Dear Mr. McGee:
Many thanks for your letter of October 3rd, 1994 requesting 
permission to use my survey instrument in your research.
Please consider this letter as granting formal permission 
to use that instrument, in whole or in part, as it appears in the appendix of my book, Changing Practices in Faculty 
Evaluation.
With best wishes for a successful project and for the holiday season.
Sikcerely,
(U/ÙKPeter Seldin 
Distinguished Professor of Management
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Dr. Jack Oharah
Executive Vice President of Instruction 
Butler County Community College 
Haverhill Road-Towanda Avenue 
El Dorado, KS 67042
September 27,1995 
Dear Dr. Oharah:
Faculty evaluations are primary tools for making retention, tenure, and promotion 
decisions. Though this has been true for years, today's educational climate is 
increasingly focused on accountability of faculty and staff for the success of students.
In addition, budgetary concerns have forced many schools to make difficult staff 
reduction decisions. It is now critical for administrators to know the current state of 
the art in evaluation of faculty so that the best possible information can be obtained. 
Further, by sharing information about faculty evaluation practices, trends and 
deficiencies can be detected and addressed, thereby advancing the quality of those 
practices.
Your institution has been selected to be part of a nationwide survey of community 
college faculty evaluation procedures. This is a study which will, for the first time, 
attempt to quantify practices for which there is no hard data nationwide: that is, faculty 
evaluation procedures in community colleges. In all, one administrator in each of 247 
colleges is being surveyed. Data collected from this questionnaire will be examined to 
determine common practices among similar institutions, as well as suggestions for 
change and improvement.
Participation in this study is voluntary; however, it is very important that every 
questionnaire be completed and returned, so that the results w ill truly represent the 
practices and opinions of the sample group. Complete anonymity of all comments is 
guaranteed. You may elect to have a summary of the survey results sent to you by 
indicating your wish on back of the enclosed return envelope. If  you have any 
questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me directly at (702) 651-4117. Thank 
you very much for your time and participation.
Sincerely,
Dick McGee, Project Director
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Communitu College Facultu Evaluation Questionnaire
(adapted from Peter Seldin, 1983)
PART I: EVALUATION OF OVERALL FACULTY PERFORMANCE
Instructions:
What factors are principally considered in evaluating a faculty member for promotion in rank, 
salary increase, or tenure? Please indicate the importance of each factor. (Please circle one 
answer in each row.)
Major Minor Not A Not 
Factors__________________________________________ Factor Factor Factor Applicable
1. Classroom teaching 1 2 3 4
?.. Supervision of honors program 1 2 3 4
3. Research 1 2 3 4
4. Publication 1 2 3 4
5. Public Service 1 2 3 4
6. Consultation (gov't., business) 1 2 3 4
7. Activity in Professional societies 1 2 3 4
8. Student advising 1 2 3 4
9. Campus committee work 1 2 3 4
10. Length of service in position 1 2 3 4
11. Competing job offers 1 2 3 4
12. Personal attributes 1 2 3 4
13. Other (specify)
1 2 3 4
PART 11: EVALUATION OF TEACHING PERFORMANCE
Instructions:
Please indicate the frequency with which each of the following types of information is used in 
your college in evaluating a faculty member’s teaching performance. (Please circle one answer 
in each row.)
Always Usually Seldom Never 
Types of information Used Used Used Used
14. Systematic student ratings 1 2 3 4
15. Informal student opinions 1 2 3 4
16. Classroom visits 1 2 3 4
17. Colleagues' opinions 1 2 3 4
18. Scholarly research/publication 1 2 3 4
19. Student examination performance 1 2 3 4
20. Chair evaluation 1 2 3 4
21. Dean evaluation 1 2 3 4
22. Course syllabi and examinations 1 2 3 4
23. Long-term follow-up of students 1 2 3 4
24. Enrollment in elective courses 1 2 3 4
25. Alumni opinions 1 2 3 4
26. Committee evaluation 1 2 3 4
27. Grade distributions 1 2 3 4
28. Self-evaluation or report 1 2 3 4
29. Other (specify)
1 2 3 4
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
80
PART III: EVALUATION OF COLLEGE SERVICE PERFORMANCE
Instructions:
Please indicate the frequency with which each of the following factors is used in your college in 
evaluating a faculty member's college service performance. (Please circle one answer in each 
row.)
Factors
Major
Factor
Minor
Factor
Not A 
Factor
Not
Applicable
30. Service on dept, committee 1 2 3 4
31. Service on college committee 1 2 3 4
32. Academic advising 1 2 3 4
33. Nonacademic student counseling 1 2 3 4
34. Willingness to teach 
undesirable courses 1 2 3 4
35. Adviser to student organizations 1 2 3 4
36. Service as student recruiter 1 2 3 4
37. Dept, administrative duties 1 2 3 4
38. Participation in campus symposia 1 2 3 4
39. Other (specify)
1 2 3 4
PART IV: OTHER FACTORS
Instructions:
Certain institutional goals are generally regarded as being common to most community colleges. 
Please indicate the importance of the College Mission Factors (CMFs) listed below, which to 
your knowledge reflect the mission(s) of your institution. (Please circle one answer in each row.)
Factors
Major
Factor
Minor
Factor
Not A 
Factor
Not
Appl
40. University transfer 1 2 3 4
41. Career (Vocational) education 1 2 3 4
42. General education 1 2 3 4
43. Remedial education 1 2 3 4
44. Community education 1 2 3 4
45. Customized education (for specific 
private sector employers) 1 2 3 4
46. Upper-level (advanced) education 1 2 3 4
47. Adaptive capabilities, for 
changing needs, job markets 1 2 3 4
48. Other (specify)
1 2 3 4
49. Is faculty covered under a collective bargaining agreement? YES NO
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PARTY: GENERAL COMMENTS
50. What changes or improvements would you suggest for faculty evaluation procedures at 
your institution?
51. We invite overall comments regarding this survey, or faculty evaluation procedures in 
general. Your comments will remain absolutely anonymous.
Thank you fo r your time in completing and returning this questionnaire.
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APPENDIX 3
Validating Groups
Validating Group #1
The first validating group asked to review the questionnaire used in this 
study was comprised of members of the doctoral program in Education 
Administration in Higher Education at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas:
Mr. Matt Lusk 
Ms. Karen Paquette 
Ms. Sandra Satterfield 
Mr. Roy Hoyt 
Ms. Jane Boudreau 
Ms. Lynne Herman
Validating Group #2
The second validating group was comprised of administrators at the 
Community College of Southern Nevada in North Las Vegas, Nevada:
Dr. Ron DeBellis, Associate Dean, Arts and Sciences 
Dr. Frazine Jasper, Provost, CCSN Cheyenne campus 
Dr. Robert Silverman, Vice President, Academic Affairs, CCSN 
Dr. Tom Ferguson, Chair, Fine Arts Department, CCSN
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DATE:
TO:
FROM:
RE:
September 14, 1995
Richard McGee (EAHE)M/S 3002
' Ty. William E. Schulze, Director 
jffice of Sponsored Programs (X1357)
Status of Human Subject Protocol Entitled:"Factors in Evaluation Procedures in Community Colleges"
OSP #303s0995-050e
The protocol for the project referenced above has been reviewed by 
the Office of Sponsored Programs, and it has been determined that it meets the criteria for exemption from full review by the UNLV human subjects Institional Review Board. Except for any required conditions or modifications noted below, this protocol is approved 
for a period of one year from the date of this notification, and work on the project may proceed.
Should the use of human subjects described in this protocol continue beyond a year from the date of this notification, it will be necessary to request an extension.
cc: A. Saville (EAHE-3002)OSP File
Office of Sponsored Programs 
4505 fvlaryland Parkway •  Box 451037 •  Las Vegas, Nevada 89154-1037 
(702) 895-1357 •  FAX (702) 895-4242
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APPENDIX 4
Unabridged Written Comments to Part V by Administrators 
(listed by SUBJECT AREA)
STUDENT EVALUATIONS:
[We need] Systematic student evaluations.
[We need to] Mandate use of student evaluation in formal eval.
[We need] Incorporation of student evaluation into the process. At 
present, we have no systematic student ratings because of opposition by 
the Faculty Association.
More effective use of student evaluations.
Student evaluation instrument needs major work. Factors that 
students can effectively evaluate need to be included. Global factors 
need to be minimized.
Standardized student evaluations across campus.
I would...like to see student evaluations used armually in at least one 
class per faculty.
Student surveys are currently used only for faculty during first three 
years and if seeking promotion to full professor without a doctorate. 
Everyone should at least periodically participate in student surveys.
[We need] A new student evaluation form.
A systematic computer scored student evaluation system & one which 
would give a rapid feedback & rating criterion with suggested 
prescription.
[We need a] Better student eval. instrument.
Faculty now administer student evaluations. I want student to student 
supervising. I want forms returned unopened to the Dean's office.
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Different student assessment instrument for non-teaching faculty, e.g. 
counselors, librarians. Use same one for teaching faculty, hence many 
items not applicable.
EVALUATION FORMS/INSTRUMENTS:
We need to computerize and update the form content.
Update evaluation tool used.
[We need] Faculty to develop their own instrument for evaluation.
Form needs to distinguish between categories of faculty.
[We need] More precise measurement instruments — data is very 
general, highly subjective, and usually the same for all faculty
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING:
Current contract bars the college from evaluation the faculty in any 
meaningful way. Those who came before me created this monster.
Evaluation process dictated by collective bargaining agreement.
In a collective bargaining environment, the administrative team must 
be knowledgeable and proactive in designing the system to be used. In 
our college, even the administrators (deans/asst, deans) are organized, 
which is a disservice to the professionalism of the task.
Owing to faculty contract, what is important is not questioned; only 
what is being done now. Compare what is with what ought to be.
Remove from union contract statement allowing for prior notification 
of scheduled visit.
We should include student learning outcomes. However, that would 
have to be negotiated with the faculty union.
Right now our faculty agreement makes it too difficult and too long of 
a process to remove incompetent faculty. The last dismissal of a 
probationary faculty member took 3 years before it was finalized.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
86
Faculty have total control of the evaluation process and will NOT 
accept any classroom observation.
We are "constrained" by the collective bargaining agreement.
Faculty evaluations are viewed as a means of retrenchment — not 
improvement of instruction/ performance. Unfortunately, the college 
is bound by collective bargaining which controls the evaluation 
process.
THOSE WHO CONDUCT EVALUATIONS:
Train supervisors to be better evaluators.
More training [needed] for new department chairs in faculty evaluation 
prior to evaluating faculty.
Those who do classroom evaluations need to be trained in this area so 
there is consistency across disciplines.
[We need] Outside discipline experts. Outside teaching experts.
What we need now is better training of chairs and administrators for 
their supervisory/coaching/development roles.
Training component for evaluators (deans/chairs) is extremely 
important to ensure fair evaluative procedures.
FREOUENCY OF EVALUATIONS:
Moving off our annual evaluation to a two or three year cycle.
Longer probationary period.
More frequency.
More of them during the year. However, time prohibits it.
POST-TENURE EVALUATIONS:
Evaluation after the probationary period (2 years) needs to be 
strengthened.
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Require annual evaluation of tenured faculty.
Perhaps a five-year or ten year post-tenure evaluation. Our current 
system works very well but if there are changes after tenure these are 
difficult to address.
Shorten time period between faculty evaluations for faculty who are 
past probationary period. Currently system is every five years.
Currently new faculty serve two-year probationary period then you are 
either kept or let go - forever practically. Evaluation then is only done 
once every three years unless there is need found by administration for 
a faculty member to be placed on supplemental evaluation.
Evaluation should be done more frequently for tenured faculty. It is 
presently done every 5 years. Tenured faculty who are seeking to be 
promoted should be evaluated at that time.
We need to have a more systematic evaluation system for tenured full 
professors.
Require classroom observation of veteran instructors.
Faculty evaluations are extremely important in reappointment 
decisions while the faculty member has a probationary appointment. 
Once continuing appointment is granted, the process takes on a 
different meaning. After the faculty member becomes a Full Professor, 
its importance changes again. Especially with Full Professors, the five- 
year periodic evaluation (with a three year follow-up evaluation) needs 
to be re-examined. Perhaps not aU faculty at this rank need to be 
evaluated; or at the least, the three year follow-up should be done on 
an as-needed basis. (This point was recently discussed in a Higher Ed. 
Chronicle article).
SIMPLIFICATION OF EVALUATION PROCESS:
We must simplify the process - We use the portfolio approach.
Evaluation is tied to staff development - needs [are] identified - training 
provided by college.
Simplify the current system. Process results in-house rather than going 
outside.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
88
Our current process is too cumbersome and takes too much time for 
benefits gained.
The evaluation form used should ask much fewer questions. 
[Evaluations need to be] Less time consuming.
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT:
Faculty evaluation should be integrated into CQI (Continuous Quality 
Improvement) process - at present these are separate activities.
Evaluation results each year in the development of a professional 
development plan for each faculty member.
Evaluation ratings of professional development activities.
I don't believe we provide the kind of support needed by classroom 
teachers in the areas of professional development, quality & excellence 
in the classroom, and collegial fellowship.
Stronger professional development/improvement component.
Direct linkage to professional development plans. ... funds to assist 
with professional development plans.
Tie to improving instruction through development program. There is 
no formal remediation now.
Integration of CQI... more time available for division deans to spend 
on process. By state law only trained evaluators can evaluate faculty, 
thus peer and student input limited, [comment from Iowa]
[We] plan to develop a procedure whereby faculty keep a log of 
professional development activities.
More money made available for faculty preparation in fields of study 
not common to their present assignments.
Awareness of technology affecting field & maintains skills in these new 
technologies.
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Need to tie faculty evaluation results to the faculty development 
program.
Use evaluations for improvement, not reward when it is impossible to 
tell who to reward.
[We need] An evaluation instrument that supports/compliments the 
personal and professional growth plans for faculty.
I would like to see more emphasis on growth in the process and an 
inclusion of peer evaluation as a component.
[We need] Evaluations to lead more directly to activities designed to 
improve performance.
[We need] To more closely align evaluation results with annual faculty 
staff development plans (should be a better correlation).
SELF EVALUATIONS/ PORTFOLIOS:
[We need the] "Portfolio" approach.
We are reviewing our entire faculty evaluation plan.
Your item 28 regarding self-evaluation would likely benefit our faculty 
and the evaluation process. We may implement this step.
[Our system] Should be expanded to include peer evaluations and self 
evaluations.
This year we plan to use teaching portfolios as part of evaluations.
[We need] Faculty portfolios?
We need to include more self evaluation and opportunities for faculty 
to set goals from one evaluation period to the next.
[We need] The introduction of teaching portfolios.
[We need to] Maintain faculty portfolios to be used at time of 
evaluation for tenure and promotion.
This year we plan to use faculty portfolios as part of evaluation.
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PEER EVALUATIONS:
[We need] More input from colleagues including classroom 
observations.
Peer evaluation-Evaluation on job description -(Job description is 
the umbrella under which we evaluate; however the ratings are not 
job description specific.)
[We need] use of Peer Evaluation.
Include a number of measures such as peer & student involvement, in 
addition to classroom visitation.
Need some peer evaluation and self evaluation.
Should be expanded to include peer evaluations.
[We need] Peer evaluation of actual classroom instruction.
The most significant problem with peer evaluation (faculty evaluating 
colleagues) is the unwillingness to deal with negative aspects. The 
evaluator this year becomes the one evaluated next year, so let's not 
spit in the soup — everybody's got to eat. How to change this? You tell 
me.
[We need] Increased frequency of peer classroom observation.
[We need] The combination of peer classroom observation.
[We need] Classroom evaluation by supervisor or peer especially for 
first year adjunct or full time.
[We need] More peer evaluation!
Would like to see stronger peer and self-evaluation systems in place.
We are instituting peer evaluation and have established a Center for 
Teaching and Learning.
[We need] Peer evaluation input.
Include peer evaluation.
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Peer review process is weakly supported so there need to be incentives 
appealing to professional growth which are non-threatening, such as 
the instructional skills workshops pioneered by Santa Rosa 
Community College, or the Cross-D'Angelo model for classroom 
effectiveness research.
ACADEMIC ADVISING. SERVICE:
More emphasis on advising, as that has such a major impact/potential 
impact on student success.
[We need] Evaluation of academic advising, service to college.
Include advisement as part of faculty evaluation and criteria for 
promotion.
[We need an] Effective method of assessing faculty advising 
performance. More use of evaluation of syllabi, texts, handouts.
[We need] Incorporation of such factors as community involvement, 
student advising, and student club advising, as well as placing more 
emphasis on college committee work.
ACCOUNTABILITY:
We are in the process of revamping faculty evaluation process. The 
intention is to include a more comprehensive assessment with 
increased accountability.
[We need] Ways to strengthen post-tenure evaluations, and have a 
direct correlation to personnel actions.
[We need a] Merit-based rewards system.
Very little accountability after two years and very little support system 
during first two years.
POSITIVE RESPONSES:
We have a very thorough and extensive system which serves us well.
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Our procedure was revised within the last year and will be used in its 
present form for some time.
None at this time. Procedures were recently revised and 
improvements made.
None- just reviewed and updated last year as part of regular review 
cycle.
We are satisfied with the program as it is. We could consider slightly 
more use of CPA and retention figures.
Our evaluation procedure works well for full-time faculty.
We have recently undergone a study that has resulted in a 
strengthened program. The policies and procedures we have in place 
are excellent.
None. We have a good system.
The combination of peer classroom evaluation, department chair and 
personnel and budget committee annual evaluation and student 
evaluation works well at this institution.
OTHER COMMENTS/GENERAL:
This is a difficult issue. How does one change the culture of an 
institution when classroom visitations do not occur at four year 
colleges - universities. What rewards can be given other than 
recognition, release time and monies for projects. Older faculty are 
waiting for retirement and new faculty are in danger of adopting 
attitudes from older faculty. Hope your survey presents some 
constructive ways to motivate faculty.
Get rid of merit pay based on evaluations —
Faculty evaluation is about the most non-productive activity I do. It is 
a sad joke! But I don’t know any administrator anywhere who feels 
significantly better about this process.
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I  believe institutions will find there will be less and less room for 
specialists and more and more need for generalists — There needs to be 
more recognition of this in the evaluation process. Recognition needs 
to be made of "new" methods of instruction — no more "sage on the 
stage"- as part of evaluation. Teaching 300+ via CCTV or 
CCTV/brodacast TV or running a class on BBS is different from a 
standard lecture class.
We are in the process of developming a faculty mentor program for 
new faculty to aid and assist in integration of new faculty into our 
system and provide support in classroom activities and management.
The common factor is the organizational climate in which the faculty 
function. A strong sense of ethics and responsibility fosters a realistic 
evaluation process as well as other positive benefits.
[We need] Formal involvement of department chairs in the evaluation 
process.
[We need] More consistency with adjunct instructors.
The evaluation should be returned to the faculty at a much faster rate. 
Collect information with a narrative base so comparisons across depts., 
colleges, and regions can be made. Need to establish clearer 
performance expectations.
Trying to talk faculty into "critical factors" or items on the evaluation 
that, when rated as unsatisfactory, the entire evaluation is 
unsatisfactory.
Determining or assessing instructional effectiveness in the classroom 
and being able to relate what occurs in the classroom to the college's 
mission and expected educational results.
-Classroom visits should be used more frequently.
-Coal setting by faculty should be viewed as an opportunity to explore 
and venture into new territory and not perceived necessarily as 
addressing a weakness.
Increase emphasis on course evaluation.
Important to view evaluation as a self-learning tool-not punitive.
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Classroom visits by supervisors should be completed without 
publishing the visit date and class. Instructors oppose this idea at this 
college.
We do not have a faculty rank system nor do we have tenure. 
Evaluations are not used to determine salaries. In essence, evaluation 
of instruction is used to validate instruction and improve instructor 
performance.
[We need] TEETH!
Full-time vs. part-time faculty evaluation procedures are quite 
different at our college and at most I suspect. Should they be?
Faculty evaluation is a big issue. Some faculty are opposed to 
evaluation per se and are vocal whereas we are seeing more calls for 
faculty evaluation from outsiders — legislators, etc. It is not a fun game.
Tenured faculty who haven't changed teaching methods in thirty years 
must be strongly encouraged to do so.
Part III (Service) is not a major portion of our evaluation - 1 don't 
think it is for most community colleges - should it be? I don't know.
Have faculty develop evaluation criteria; utilize peer evaluations 
and/or "round " evaluations comprised of peers, advising members, 
students.
1. Consistency over time.
2. With more part-time instructors, we need to evaluate more of 
them on a consistent basis; and these instructors need a better 
sense of our expectations.
Tie rewards (travel, release time, etc.) to good evaluations.
The evaluation of adjuncts is not as systematic as I would like.
Process is useless unless results are used —.
Our process needs to be broadened, formalized, and include more 
elements.
Awareness of workforce dev. needs in field & participates in meeting 
those needs through training programs and seminars.
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While one of the objectives is "to encourage faculty to seek and use 
opportunities for professional growth and development", actual 
suggestions and/or strategies in the self evaluation, peer review and 
departmental chair evaluations tend to be limited.
[We need to] Standardize all procedures.
Needs to be re-engineered to produce and document improvement.
We do not use a traditional evaluation process. We have incorporated 
contracted required professional devlopment plans. This process uses 
student, supervisor, and colleague input. It is directed more at 
improving rather than evaluation what has already happened.
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